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OFFICE OF THE FINAXCIAL SECRET ARY, 

ins IITGHNLSS 'I HE NIZ^M’a GOVEENMLNJ’. 

2(jth ^\ma)(hy(I 7309 Fdsli. 
fate ^ U lUi- ul-avc(tl 1318 LLjn. 

No. 

HIS HIGHNESS THE NlZUt’S GOVERNMENT. -Plaintiff, 

Vlusus 

KTSHEN RAM MOHAN L VL, NATHMAL^_^^^ hidtnf^ 

(iOl'.ARDHAN DAS AND OTHERSJ 

Fuom 

NAWAR IMAD JUNG BAHADUR, 

Officiafing Financial Secretaiy. 

THE ACCOUNTANT GENERAL, 

II. II. the Xiza?7is Government. 

By order of His Excellency the Minister. 

In continuation of tiiL office letter No. 157 dated the 15th Mihar IJOH 
Fa's!], conn nil nicdtiiip^ to yon the orders of HL Excellency tliat the settlement of the 
accoiiiitN of sndi Sahiis as held Treasury hoiicL for the debts due by Sir ^tilar 
JunoG Estate and were themselves indebted to the Go\ernmentj should ho entrus- 
ted to the Debt Commi^sion, 'which would, after the necessary enquiry, submit 
its report to the Goveriimoiit lor sanction, I have the honor to state that tlnu'i' 
were in all three Sahus who came under tliL category. The Government chdm 
iigaiii^i one of these was decided in loOC Fadi, and that against the remaining two, 
Kishen Ram ]\Iohan Lai and Nathmal (Tohardlian Das, was recently dispo^'cd of by 
the Debt (hmmission whieh forwarded its rojiort to this office with its h‘tter 
No. S9 dated the 14th Tir 1309 Fasli. The report was duly submitted to His 
Excellciiey who has been jilcased to accord hi& sanction to all the recommendations 
contained ther Dill, A copy of this report is herewith enclosed with the reqiK'^'t 
tliat you wdil be so goo<l as to adjust the ac(‘aunts in accortlance with the said 

recommendations. 

1. The amount of the principal due to the Government by tlie defendants 
Nos. 1 and ^2 is fixed by the Comnu'sioii, at Chalni Rupees 21,5:?, 585- 9-'2 oquivahmt 
to Halli Sicca Rupees 19,56,896-8 0. The said defendants have been declared not 
liable for a sum of Chalni Rupees 1,32,062-8-0, equivalent to Halli Sicca Rupees 
l/iOjOOO-O-O for which ainoiuit certain Jaghirdars to be named hereafter have boon 



helil ve<inn^il)l('. In i.r.ler th.n-larc t . alju-.t the a’l* mil's y.in should i reilit tlie 
-., 11.1 slim of Ilalli Mwi ilupe -s l.-iO,(iOil to the- tivoNnvku-s iiml debit it to the 
4ai>lunlar‘-. 

Ot Jiinii"'- £»urtiat)lCLHl by the Gc/\cn'iiiieiit, the Coli- 

;u!-ion liiH an anieil only the amoiml actually ])ai(l to him in cash from the 

r,<nernment TimiMin i p n the ciii of 1308 Fasli, and deferrel settlement ol tlu' 
amount'^ to be jniid hereafter {rnh paras?. 12. 18 an 1 10 of the reparr ot the 
< Minmis'-ion 

3. F^roiii the ''Ums realized from tbc estates of the tn'o defendants and 

credited to them in the \io\(riimeiit ace units up to the end f)f 1308 la"]!, thi‘ 

( 'oiumi''''ion has deilucted a sum of llupees l,(Sl,r)2a-13-l as detailed bel<n\ , and 
<u lowed tile rtanamiiie amount of llupet*s 5,1 l-,3<S7-7-10. lliv. items <o deducted 
shn dd th'‘i(*ioro be debited to thc'-e aecoimts aec )rdm» to the recommendations of 
the I onmiisMou contained iu pira. 25 and credited under the heals indicated by 
11 < m : — 

a. Ib^reived from Jaghirdars on uceuuiit of llilohan 

UiV-Ju(fhie^ " ... ... ... 1,04,191 9 0 

b. lutere'.t on umumt of Sir Salar Junt»’& debts 

accrimiii to Mohiui Lai ... 88,209 12 10 

c. Payments to ploa<ler^ iu certain cases agaiust 

Molidii Lai ... ... ... 1,065 0 0 

d. Ilealized from Natbmal Kisheu Lai’s estates ... 9,156 7 3 

Total ... 1,81.525 13 1 

4. The Commission in para. 26 of its report has rocommeuded the credit 
of certain .sums realized by the Goveniincut Irom tlie debtors of the defendants , 
but not credited to them. There are four such sums aggregating Rupees 
55,019-4-11 as per details shown below. They should, therefore be crelitei t > 
liiu defendants account : — 

1. On account of Rajah Mansingh Rao dado 

Zamindar of Daulatabud, District Auranga- Rr. a. p. 

W - ••• ... 40,000 0 0 

2. On account of Tenb^bai Deshpandia of the 

Medak District ... ... ... 3,799 7 5 

3. Realized from a number of debtors in the 

Naldrug District ... ... ... 7,052 12 3 

4. Realized from a number of debtors in the 

Bidar District ... ... ... 5,067 1 3 

5. The Commission, having discussed in paras. 27 to 30 the matter of 
the hypothecated jewels, has decided that Rupees 2,93,626-5-6 should he credited 
in the account of the defendants Koi. 1 and 2. The jewels, the price of which has 
been awarded to these defendants, had in reality been handed over to Hargopal 



Salm anrl Kishen Das jewcllor for hale. Co’ise ^aeiitly aeordino to tlic 
(le(‘Ku)ii of the Commihsion coiitaiiiel in para. 36 of its re])ort, the sum of Rupee'' 
r)6,:27i*12-3 on this acoimt should b? debit * I a^utist the h^ir'-’ of Itirgopil 
Das, defendant No. 8, and realized from them. S aiK'otthe jeuxds \vlii(‘li wore handed 
()\ er to Hargopal Das by the Government and for w hie h his heirs ha ve been held liable, 
were hyp )thecated by him to Rajah G}angir. I liue therefore to request that in 
a<'( ordance with the decision of the Commisdin cont lined in para. 8G. you will be 
nood enough to intimate to the sail Rajih that the (hj\eriiment does not conbider 
itbclf liable for the said transaction, and that he D at liberty to seek any redress he 
may he advised against the heirs of Hargopil Das. 

The remaining sum of RiqK'cs 2.87,383 9-8 should be debiied t> Kisheu 
Das jeweller. The Oonimission habdeilt with the question of the jewels ma<le 
<)\er to Kisheu Das in p\i’as. b) to 45 of its rep rt. It lu^ )ni" to th * c imdiision 
that sonu' of tliesiyjewels were })urohas3l h,"th‘ ({ >\ a-iini'iit thriuLih Ki'-hen Das. 
The price OL thes(‘, nun'’‘l\ , Clulni Itiipe s t‘3,5>0-0-0, e pii\ alent to Td illi Siee.i 
Rupees 89,576 6-0 (pai'a. 43) and C'hulni Rupee-. 37.2G6-0-0 cqiwdeut to Halli 
Sie(‘i Ru]>'es 38,S7.S-o-3 (pa^*!. 41) should ere lit ^d to liis account. Allowing 
ert'dit lor these sunis, a b dance ot Ru])\*s 1.635S99-0-0 still ivuiains due. You will 
therefore trace the h'^irs and Cstite ui Kish m Das aul institute a daiiu agtiiiist the 
said heirs before the Coinini'^si >n, so that a decree miy be bceured after due 
iiupnry. 

6. The decision of the C amnission with regard to tlie price of com- 
niotlities supplied by the firm of Xathmil Gobirlhau Das to the G)^ eminent and 
])lolged by its proprietor in It piidation of th ‘se debts. Ins boe i roc avlt* I in p ira. 31. 
ft is i) the oflFect that, according to the <r ivcnimnit aec amts, the defendants are 
entitled to a set off of Chaliii Rs. 1,82.730-14-6 cqui\ alent to Halli Mci a Rupee's 
l,GG,124-8-6 on acc )unt of the price of thes3 commo lities. The said sum should 
therefore be credited to the account of the two defendants and debited to the head 

Payments to His Highness.’’ 

A suuiof Chalni Rupees 2,14.000-0-0 equivalent to Halli Sicca Rupees 
1,94,545-7-3 w’as paid to Slieolal ]\Iotilal the jurtiier of Nathmal Gobardluan Das, 
Oil account of these estahlibhnieuts, and it w debited in the Treisury accounts us 
a loan to Nathmal Gohardhaii Das. The Commission has disp i-eil (>f this item 
also and decided that the payment was properly made and that setting (jff this 
sum against the arrears of the establish lucxit’s ar* iiiut, the sum of Rupees, 1,66,124- 
8-6 should be gi\cn credit (to the defendants). You will tlierefore, debit this sum 
of Halli Sicca Rupees 1,94, 545-7-S to the account of the "'Upply of commodities 
and credit it to the account of the loan iwhanced to Nathmal Gobardhan Das, 
which is a transaction distinct from Mob in LilV partnership transaction. 

7. Am>ng the estates handel over to the Government by Kishen 
Ram Mohan Lai are the Makta village, Bach waram, and YoUa]>ore, belonging 
to Guude Kao Deshpaudia of the Medak District which are still administered by 
Government. The said Deshpandia had some objections as regards certain sums 
of the Sahn’s debts which have disposed of by the Commission in para, 32 of 
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itbrqort Tlio Mini oniuiccs ^05 1-0*0 vli* ul.l tlnrcf<rc. in pur^uarce of tho 
of the < ’onimisMoii, l>e credited t > the deleiahiits X<>^ I and J and realize i 
froin tli(‘ saifl Muktas ^\hich arc still under attadnnent. 

K. Kishen Ram Molnn Lai and Chuiiiii L»k the present representative 
(>[ Xathmal Kishen Lai, hoi I Treisur\ bonds for Kupw*cs 2 , 155 ^ ll-o-O and Rupees 
r.>,0ih-r-9 respectively uiiactmint of the ^alar Jung diLts. The Coinmission has 
decided in para. 03 of its r^^port that the principil of these two bonds should be set 
off aiiainsi the Cl o\ eminent tluim. Yon are therefirc requested t > dt bit the total 
prijici]>.il ''inn of IT. 's. Rupees 2,Sl),327-i2-9 in liquidation of the halar Jung ilchts 
and credit the siune To the loan ae<ount ot tiu* Tmo ilefeiidanrs. 

Althougli the C oi«mi'<si<)n has left the ipiestion of the interest ot the 
<n>\ eminent claim pending <li''|) 0 ''al ; it ha'' howe\er thouuht it dedrable to tinall\ 
a<ljiisf the (piesti(»n <>f interi'st of these two bonds. Aeeordinul} the sum oi 
Rupees LOS. 0(SS-1 -0 on a< *onnt of the in^ '‘st due on the tuo hinds to the end 
of 1;>(N Fasli should he dehitt 1 as paunent of interesf on the Sir Salar Jung debt" 
and n*i*(liretl as interest due on the Uovernnient debts against the Sahus. As 
tile -wliole amount <T the two b aids is thus fully satisfieil, they should be takmi 
ba<k frijin tin possession ot the ^allus with an endorsement to the effect that the 
priiK'ipal and interest ha\ing been fully realized they relinquish all claim on. their 
SM count. 

0. In paras. 12 an<l IS oi its report, the Commission has absohod the 
Iht tt\o deiendants from liability for 11. S. IL. 3,20.000-0-0 on account of chittlue't 
\ Iraw II on certain jagliirdars and has held the latter responsible for the amount. Tlu* 
sum oi Rs. 1,04,404-9-0 wbh’h, ]ii\ing Wen realized up to the end of 1308 Fash 
on account of the f^aid e/oVM/cs, was crediteilto the said two defendants, should now' 
in pursuance of the findings of the Conmussioii I'ccorded in para. 45 be trans£err(‘d 
from tlieir credit to that of the jaghirdars by meaiib of cross entries a& has already 
] cen stited in paras. 2 and J of tiiis letter. Thus the defendants Xos. 4, 5 and 0 
are liable for an aggregate sum of R«. 42,811-13-0 consisting of Rupees 35,505-7-0 
priiK'ipal, and Rs. 27,306-6-9 iiitere'^t, for default of payment on the dates stipula- 
ted. The Commission has discuftsed and determined the liabilities of each of the 
said defendants in paras, 37, 38 and 39 of its report wduch may be summarised as 
below : — 

3. Abbas All IChail Punopal. interest. Total, 

defendant Xo. 4 ropre- t> r» -r> 

seutative of tlie late Sir- F* P- 

dar Ali Khan Jaghirdar. 4.249 15 9 6,353 10 3 10,403 10 0 

2. Nawab Tahav- 
var Jung Kukhn-ud-Lau- 
lah Bahadur Khan-i-Dau- 

mn defendant Xo. 6 ... 4,255 7 3 6,806 8 3 11,061 15 6 

3. Mohomed An- 
war Khan defendant Xo. 

6, representative of the 
late J^fiAonied Baood 
Khan and Mohomed Ali 

Jihan ... ... r>000 0 0 14,346 4 » 21,346 4 3 



The bum^ specified above should theretore be entered in Uo\ei’nment ac- 
countb as due })y each of the tliree Jaghirdars respectively, and should be recovered 
from them. As the various pleas advanced by these defendants have l>een fully 
diseusse<l and finally disposed of by the Conimission. no further objections as regards 
the pavment of the sums due by them should now be entertained. Should they 
fail to pay these sums on demand made bv vou, you will apply to this office 
for the attachment of their property. 

10. The Commission has advised the Government m para. 35 of its re- 
port in clear terms, as regards the estates hypothecated by the defendants Nos. 1 
and 2. In view of the said recommendations the savings accruing up to date from 
the Silladari horses vvhich have been kept in deposit in the Brigade Office or other 
office concerned should be caused to be remitted to the Government Treasuiy and 
credited to the account of the &aid defendants and steps should also be taken in 
communication with the Brigade Office f(jr the sale by public auction of the right 
and interest of the second defendant in these horses and the proceeds of the sale 
should be credited to the account of the fir'^t two defendants. Whatever as&istancc 
\ou require to carry out this order will at once be given by this office. As regards 
the remaining properties you are desired to act as advised by the Commission. 

11. The instakneuts of the debts guaranteed by the ( Joveriiment paid 
to Sultan Nawaz Jung Shumshir-ul-Mulk Bahadur from the Government Treasury 
up to the end of 1308 FasU were in fact paid on account of two such debts, the 
one due by the Defendants Nos, 1 and 2 and the other by the h(iirs of Hargopal 
Das. Every payment of the instalments therefore ought to hav'e been entered in 
both the accounts in accordance with the terms agreed upon. Your office has how- 
ever failed to do so, and this will lead to diminish the liability for future interest in 
one case and to enhance it in the other. The Commission has very deary pointed 
out this error and the mode of its future rectification in para. 47 of its rejxirt. 
This error should therefore be rectified as directed by the Commission and Sultan 
Nawaz Jung Shumshir-ul-Mulk’s account to be hereafter compiled should show 
each transaction separately in the light of the directions of the Commission thus 
avoiding the saddling of any party with interest in excess of his actiial liability. 

It also appears from the report of the Commission that of the two said 
guaranteed debts there remains a balance of Bs. 45,549-2-4 only payable on ac- 
count of principal exclusive of interest. You are therefore requested to compile 
separate balance sheets for each transaction and submit them early to this office 
to enable me to come to a final settlement with Sultan Nawaz Jung. 

12. In addition to the debt of forty thousand Bupee'^ transferred by 

Nathmal Kisben Lai, Defendant No. 2, in liquidation of the (dovernment claim 
just disposed of, the adjustment of which has been proposed by the Commisson in 
para. 26 of its report by means of cross entries in the Zamindars Rusum accounts 
pending settlement in the Aurangabad District Treasury, and the carrying out of 
which, ptoposal ha6 already been directed in para, 4? of this letter, R^a Mansiogh 
Bao Jado Owed to tie Government a sum of EalH Sicci 84,000-0-0 whi^ 

was paid from the Treasury to Sultan in lit^uidatlon bf 



hi> (lu]>t ()f eiglity-ihou'sand Rupees agaiii&t the Rajah. Of the said sum Rupees 
4r>,708-5-a were realized u[) to the ernl of ]308 Fasli, leaving a balance of Rupees 
40,291-10-9 still due. The Commis^io^l in para. 48 of its report has recommended 
tliat the said balance with intere&t thereon, ‘'hould be recovered from the Zamin- 
dar’^ Rii-iinivS still pending settlement m the Aurangabad Treasury vliichare Ijo- 
lieved to be sufficiently ample to meet thia demand. You are therefore requested 
t(j adjust this item also h\ moan-* of ero^s entries- a*- directed by the CommisNion. 
Xo turther G(»^ermnent demand remaining to be satisfieJ.it would be easy to effect 
a "etthmeiit of' Sultan Nawa? fluno's debt against his debtor by compiling and ad- 
justing riieir mutual ace 

If). f*opy forwarded to the Secretary of the Debt Commission of His 
Highiu's" the Xizam’s Coveriiment in reply to his letter Xo. 89 dated the I4th Tir 
1009 Fusil. 

(Sd). MAHMUD ALL 

Am.\iant Secretary, 



REPORT 


ui< Tin 


DEBT CO^IMISSION 


IN I ill si U Ul 

in^HXES> THE XIZAM"- (,( )V ]:UXM EXT.— Plaintiff. 

I ( ) '-U 

1. Lai, rojiroseiit itne of the firm of Ki'^hon Ram | 

Mohan Lai. | 

I 

2. <'}iunni Lai. a lopfcMl M>n of KLlien Lai, representative , 

ol the firm of Xathmal (J<^hai<lhan Ras, i 

3. Kamlal and others, inir^ of Harj»opal Das, representa- 

tives iTthe firm of Mahanand Ram Puran Mai, j> Defendants. 

4. Abbas Ah Khan, heir of ^lrdar All Khan, Jaginlar, 

o. Taliavvar dung Rukn-nd-Dovvlah. Klian-i-Dauran 

Khan llahadiir, 

6. Mohomed Anwar Khan, heir of NLawab Daood Khan 
ainl of Mohomed All Khan of Kurnool, da^irdar. j 


Claim Rupees 61,20,870-l*-5. 

(Principal Rs. 15,48,018—7—7 Interest Hs, 15,72.8^1 -9— lOV 

1. The Govoriimeiit claims Rupees 61,20,870-1-5 including principal and 
interest from the first two defendants on account of sums advanced to them or 
their creditors, from time to time, from the Central Treasury. In the course of 
the enquiry, it was discovered that a portion of the jewels hypothecated by them 
were made over to the firm of Mahanand Rain Puran Mai, which failed to pay the 
total value of these jewels into the Treasury and the representatives of that firm 
have accordingly been made parties to the suit as defendant Xu. 3. Defendants 
Nos. 4, 5 and 6 were also joined as parties after the institution of the claim, as it 
was found that certain debts due by them to the Fir'^t Defendant, which had been 
transferred to Government by the consent of all parties, were not fully liquidated. 
It would thus a})pear that, although Government has claims against all the defen- 
dants, the principal debtors are defendants Xos. 1 and 2. 

2. The Government claim against the first two defendants is based on. 
five different causes of action, and the total amount of principal now claimed has 



iw'cii arrived at after deducting certain >ums sij])sc<iucntl\ roaIize<l from their 
•'states, at^ per details given below : — 




CHA3.KI r.s 

A 

r 

LqI r\ KTh'sT 1 
II Vi I.r SKt A ils. 

A 

p 

1 

Advance from the Treasury su& per 








bond, dated 25th Rabi-ul-awal 
1289 Hijri 

12.90,845 

1 

H 

11.78,495 

8 

6 

A 

Advance from the I’l’casury as per 








application by the defeii<lanrs, 
dated 22nd Jamadi-U'^-bani 1289 








Hijri ... 

1, 00.000 

0 

0 

90,909 

1 

0 


Do. do. dated lOtli Rajah 

12^39 Hijri 

80,0i>0 

0 

0 

72,727 

4 

6 

4 

Orders issued to the <libtricts on 








notes of dagirdars, dated 18th 
Shabiin 1289 llijri ... 

99,062 

8 

0 

90,056 

13 

3 

5 

On a<‘coant of Sultan tsTawaz J ling’s 








debt guaranteed by Government-. 

. 7,64,815 

8 

<) 

6,95.314 

4 

3 


Total 

. 25,34,753 

2 

2 

21,22.503 

0 

0 


Deduct suras recovered .. 

. 


... 

5,74, 154 

8 

5 


Balance 

. 


... 

15,48.018 

7 

7 


Government have charged interest on their princi[<al to the extent of 
h'npees 45,94,848-5-9 and after deducting Rupees I for counter 

interest, have claimed i lapses 45,72,8^1 9-10 on that account ; thus making an 
aggregate claim of Halli Sicca Rs. 61,20,870-1-5. 

8, In the course of the enquiry, it was ascertained that some of the jewels 
hy[M>theeated by defendants Kos. 1 and 2 were entrusted by Government to 
Hargopal Das, the then representative of the firm of Mahanaiid Ram Puran Mai, 
with the object of effecting a sale, and that Hargopal Das paia a certain sum into 
the Treasury as a portion of the proceeds of the sale. The present representatives 
>f the firm were therefore made parties to the suit. 

4, The tiirec jagirdars, wdio have been made defendants Kos. 4, 5 and 
6. w'erc the debtors of the firm of Kishen Ham Mohan Lai wLo handed to 
Government chitihi.s or accepted bills of exchange amountir g to Halli Sicca 
Uupces 1,20,000. The greater portion of the amount due on this account has 
ulrejidy been realized, but a ^mall sum is still outstanding and it was for this 
reason that these jagirdars were made parties to the present claim. 

5. Another person, named Ki-hcn iMs Jauhri, had received from 
Government a large number of die jewels which liad been hypothecated by the 
first two defendants with th” object of effecting a sale. He paid the sale proceeds 



of som9, but a large amount is still due. Kislien Das is now dead and no legal 
representatives of his have yet been traced, nor does any property of his seem to 
be available. So far as this person therefore is concerned, any final decision will 
have to stand over, hut the Commission have not, for that reason, thought it 
necessary to defer the enquiry as regards the other defendants. 

6. Defendant No. 1 admits the execution (»f the several document'% 
filed on behalf of the Government and the pa\ luent of moneys from the treasury 
to himself and his co-debtor Nathmal Kislien Lai. He, however, states that, 
according to an agreement subsequently arrived at between hiniseK and hi^- 
co-debtor and the Government, he is personalh' liable onK to the extent of 
half the j(int debt, his co-debtor being liable for the remaining half. As 
regards item ISfo. 5, which is on account of Sultan Nawaz Jiing’< debt guaran- 
teed by the Goveinmont, he states that he was not a party to the amicable 
settlement arrived at between the Government and Sultan Nawaz Jung, and 
therefore he cannot be held re&ponsible for any of the terms of that settlement. 
He urges that, after deducting the payments made by him to Sultan Nawaz J ung 
towards the liquidaijon of this debt, a compal’ati^ <dy small sum is now due to 
the latter, <iut of half the sum of Chalni Rupees 5 lacs for which Governmenr 
stood security. After a few more objections on minor points, the defendant prays 
that a decree be passed against him for any '^iim that may he found due from him 
according to accounts, 

7. Defendant No. 2, on the other hand, states that his father Kishen 
Lai, the alleged debtor, was insane and incapable of understanding the nature 
of the transactions into which 1 e wrs then entering, and, beyond a sum of Halli 
Sicca one lac of rupees that was actually received by his predecessor, he is not 
responsible fiir any other item claimed by the Government, The above sum 
being more than covered by payments received by Government from his estate, 
this defendant prays that a decree be pas‘^ed in his favxmr for the balance with 
interest. Defendants Nos. S to 6 practically admit liability for the sums alleged 
to be due from them, raising objections as regards certain small items or other 
minor points. 

8 The Commission considers it nece-sary to dispose of the obieetions 
raised by defendant No. 2 first, tor, if we accept the pleas raised by him, we s=haU 
not he required to enter into the question of the alleged mutual agreement of 
apportioning half the debts to each of the two defendants. The following arc 
the points for determination in respect of the plea^ advanced by defendant 
No. 2 


(a.) Kishen Lai, father of defendant No. 2, was insane and in- 
capable of transacting any business. 

(^.) Defendant No. 2 is not liable for any portion of the bond, 
dated 25th RaH-ul-awal 1289 Hijri, beyond the sum of 
Halli Sicca Rupees 10.00,000. 
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(fj.) The d^fen laiit iitjl liible for aii v portion of tlie 

(»f Rupoc> 2.79.062-s.O dobittHl to the two defendant-^ after 
the haul b »n<l. 

> The said dofondaiit is nor ]i<»bit‘ for au v portion of the debt 
of rupees 5.0M.000 due to Banik Jnutr (Suluui Xawaz 
gimraiiTced by Govtrnuienr. 

9. With regard to the pc»int at issue p/), have first to eonsider 
the oral evidence recorded on behalf of both parties. Defendant Xo. 2 has 
cited six witnesses in support of his e mteiitiun. Of these, Mohan Lai. defen- 
dant Xo. 1, gives evidenes ag'ainht him, but ah he is a hostile witness and 
is personally interested in making defendant Xo. 2 jointly respondble with 
himself for the transaction, wc hhall only rely on such portions of his evidtmce 
ah are corroborated by independent tefatimony. Of the remaining five witnesses, 
Seth Ramlal and Xawab Imad Nawaz Jung Bahadur are two respectable gentle- 
men. 6eth Ramial knows nothing \^hateve^ about Kishen Lai. He says that 
he only saw' him once and on that iiccasioii too he had no conversation with 
him w’hich would enable the w'itueb'^ to form an opinion as to his insanity or 
otherwise, Xawab Imad Xaw-az Jung Bahadur, on the other hand, pronounces 
him to have been insane. He, however, admits that he w'as at the time posted 
in the districts and he only saw Kishen Lai occasionally when he came to Hyderadad 
on a visit. Of the remaining three wfitnesses, who are all men of ordinary status, 
one named Ham Xath w'as formerly (xumashta of the firm of Nathmal G-obardhan Das, 
while the othertwo were casual acquaintances of the deceased. Even Ram Xath'.s 
evidence <l<;es not go sufficiently to establish the insanity of Kishen Lai. Ram Nath 
does state that Kishen Lai "was insane and did not transact the business 
of the firm, but his cviilence is based more upon inferences than actual observation. 
He says that he was not directly connected wdth the shop, where all the business 
of the firm was carried on. He was at first posted to the Modikhana (provision 
shop) and subse[uently transferred to the liisala (Cavalry Regiment), where 
Kishen Lai's firm had business dealings, and in both these capacities, he only oc- 
casionally went to the main shop ; on the occasion of these visits he only dealt with 
the Gumashtas, in whose doings Kishen Lai did not interfere. The other two 
witnesses, Gobardhan Das aud Ratanlal, went to the defendant's shop occasionally 
on business, and fram observations they then made they are of the opinion that 
Kishen Lai w'as insane. This, in short, is a summary of the evidence produced 
by defendant Xo. 2. Defendant Xo. 1 has cited three witiiesseb in x'efiitation of 
the evidence recorded on behalf of defendant Xo. 2. Of these, one, Narhari Pra- 
sad, is a respectable Mansabdar and the remaining two, Punam Chand and Ram 
Baksh are men of ordinary status in the mercantile community. All these three 
state from observations ma<le during actual business transactions with Kishen Lai 
tb^it he was jjaue and personally conducted the business of his firm. Taking ih^ 



evidence of both parties int > ct)nslderation, we are not batibfied that the insanity oi 
Kishen Lai has been established. The witnesses ])roduced by defendant hTo. 2 in 
support of his allegation, are none of them such as, either through business rela- 
tions or family connections, could come in frequent intercourse with Kishen Lai 
and express a decided opinion about his sane or insane condition. None of the 
Gumashtas of the firm have been cited with the exception of one man, who seldom 
came across Kishen Lai. Captain Ahmad-bin-Ahdulla commanded the Cavalry 
llcgiment with which the firm of Kishen Lai bad dealings. This officer is now 
alive, and although his brother, Nawah Imad Xawaz Jung, who only occasionally 
\isited Hyderabad, has been produced as a witness, no attempt has been made to 
get his evidence recorded. Then it appears that there are some near relatives, 
family members, or personal attendants of the deceased, who, from their intimate 
knowledge, could throw light on his mental condition. No such persons have 
however been produced as witnesses. Two persons, viz.^ Rajah Motilal Bahadur 
and Motilal, a former Gumashta of the firm of Nathmal Gobardhan Das, were ac- 
tually cited as witnesses but subsequently withdrawn. This being so, we look 
upon the plea of insanity with disfiivour. 

10. Apart frpm the oral evidence discussed by us, there is over- 
whelming documentary evidence to show that Kishen Lai used to conduct the 
work of the firm of Nathmal Gobardhan Das personally and could not therefore 
have been a person of unsound mind at the time these liabilities were incurred 
and for some years subsequently. The bond dated 25th Rabi-ul-avval 1289 Hijri 
and the list of property hypothecated under the bond (marked as exhibits 1 
and 2) both bear the signatures of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai and Nathmal Kishen 
Lai. Mohan Lai admits his signatures on them, but defendant No. 2 urges th€ 
following objections with regard to his father's signatures. He admits that the 
name of Kishen Lai is inscribed on both these documents but states that hi£ 
father Kishen Lai, being insane and incapable of writing, could not have signec 
his name on these documents. Mohan Lai and the witnesses Ram Baksh anc 
Punam Chand, on the other hand, state that the signatures on these documents ar« 
those of Kishen Lai, the father of the 2nd defendant. It is in evidence and, ir 
fact, admitted by defendant No. 2 that there was no person bearing the name oi 
Kishen Lai connected with the firm of Nathmal Gobardhan Das with the excep- 
tion of defendant’s father, either before or after the bond was executed. The bond 
as has been previously stated, amounts to Chalni Rupees 12,90,845-1-8. The 
whole of this amount was not advanced to the defendants in one lump sum at th< 
time of the execution of the bond. On the other hand, various sums aggregatinc 
Rupees 12,45,000 were advanced to them from time to time during a period 
of nearly two years, and the bond was subsequently executed with the addition o 
Rupees 45,845-1-8 as interest. The defendant has admitted liability for Hal! 
Sicca Rupees 1.00,000 (Chalni Rupees 1,10,000), out of the proceeds ofthif 
bond. He was perforce obliged lo make this admission, as this amount h 
actual!}' credited to His Excellency Sir Salar Jung Mukhtar-ul-Mulk in th< 



account ixjok^ uf the firm of Xathuial Gobardhan Das. on Margsir Badi Vo bambat 
1928 (corresponding "with the 28th Ramzan 1288 Hijri) and the entry expressly 
states that the sum was received from the Government Ireasury. Now the re- 
ceipt fi>r this amount filed in the Treasury (exhibit No. 4) is signed by Kishen 
Lai. This signature is similar to tho.se on exhibits Nos. 1 and 2, and on a compa- 
rison of the three signatures, they are found to be in the handwriting of one and 
the same person. This coincidence is remarkable, and, if the plea of the defendatit 
were to be admitted, wc would have to come to the conclusion that Government 
officials not only c<mspired with defendant No. 1 in forging the signatures of 
Kishen Lai on the bond and its accompaniment, but also on the receipt for the 
single amount which defendant No. 2 admits to have been received by his firm. 
On referring to the naLal hahis for Sambats 1927 and 1928 and journal (Roznam- 
cha) for Sambat 1928 of the firm of Nathinal Gobardban Das, we find that these 
account books bear the signatures of Kisheir Lai on various dates, and these signa- 
tures correspond with those on exhibits No.s. 1 and 2. In fact, even defendant 
No. 2 has been obliged to admit the similarity of all these signatures. These ac- 
count books have been produced from the custody of the defendant himself and 
there is nothing to show that they were tampered with either by defendant No. 1, 
or by any other })erson interested in foisting responsibility on the firm of Nath- 
mal Guhnrdhan Das, This circumstance also leads to the conclusion that Kishen 
Lai was sane and personally conducted the business of his firm. 

A house belonging to defendant No. 2 is .situated in charkaman and w'a.s 
the habitation of the family up to the time that Kishen Lai left it, some time pre- 
vious to his death, to reside within the Residency limits. This house was attached 
in the execution of the decree of Sultan Nawaz Jung, during the life time of 
Kishen Lai, and the attachment still continues. In the course of this inquiry a 
search was made by order of the Commission for some books and papers belonging 
to the firm of Nathmai Gobardban Das, in the presence of Court officials and of the 
representatives of the several parties to the suit. On the occasion of this search, a 
number ol Hundis, letters, and other papers belonging to the firm were found in 
the hou«e, which have been marked as exhibits 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 
101 and 102. — Of these, exhibits 92, 93, 94, 95, 97 and 99 bear the signatures of 
Kishen Lak and expert opinion proves that these signatures are in the writing of 
the same per-^on who signed exhibits 1 and 2. These documents have been pro- 
duced from proper aitd safe custody and no suspicion of their being tampered with 
can pos.sibly ari.se. The fact that they and exhibits 1 and 2 bear the signatures of 
one and the same person, is another link in the chain of presumptive documentary 
evidence in favour of the Government. 

On the adoption of Chunni Lai by Kishen Lai, Kishen Das, the natural 
father of Chunni Lai, found fault with the work of the then Munim or Chief 
Gumashta of the firm. Ram Rratap, and eventually succeeded in procuring his dis- 
missal and securing his own app(»intment to that post. In announcing this circum- 
stance to Government, in his petition dated 29th Rahi-nl-avval 1295 Hijri, or 
exactly six years after the execution of exhibits 1 and 2, Kishen Lai prays that 
Ram Pratap should no longer be allowed to appear for him before the Prime 



Minister and that thereafter Kiblien Da.s should be addressed in all matters connected 
"with his case (then pending in one of the offices). 'I'he signature of Kishen Lai 
on this petition (exhibit 50) is, atvording to expert f)piniun, in the handwriting of 
the same person who signed exhibits 1 and '2. 

All this documentary evidence concluMvely proves that Kishen Lai, the 
adoptive lather of defendant Ko. conducted the business of the firm lor several 
years after the death of his father Nathmal, and this being so, the plea of the de- 
fendant that he was insane and incapable of entering business transactions falls to 
the ground. There is another circumstance A^hich knocks this plea of Kishen Lai’s 
insanity in the head. The present defendant, Chunni Lai, was admittedly taken 
in adoption as the son of Kishen L il, some seven or eight years after the execution 
of exhibits 1 and 2. The defendant's case is that Kishen Lai continued insane 
from the life time of his father. Xathma!, up to the time of his own death in Sain- 
bat 1944, or 16 years after the transactions in dispute, 11' this were so, Chunni 
Lai, who appears to have been adopted during the insanity of his adoptive father, 
apparently without any legal authority according to Hindu Law, would have no 
legal status to appear before us as the representative and heir of Kishen Lai, and 
we would have no authority in entertaining any pleas he may bring forward in 
refutation of the Government claim. Kishen Lai appears to have become insane at 
the time of his death. He was also subject to fits of epilepsy during the greater 
portion of his life. These two circumstances have been laid hokl of by the de- 
fendant and a superstructure built Tipnn them in order to defraud Government of 
the moneys actually advanced from its Treasurj’, out of a humane but misplaced 
feeling of pity for two of the prominent firms of Sovvears in Hyderabad to save 
them from ruin. On the evidence as discussed above, we hold that Kishen Lai 
was not insane at the time of executing exhibits 1 and 2, and we decide this issue 
against the 2nd defendant. 

11. Point at issue (5) is as folbjws : — 

“ Defendant No. 2 is not liable for any portion uf the bond dated 
25th Kabi-ul-avval 1289 Hijri beyond the sum of Halli Sicca 
Rupees 1,00,000.” 

The Government having succeeded in proving the execution of the bond 
by the defendant’s father, it yvas for the defendant to prove that his liability was 
limited to the extent of one lac of Rupees only. Beyond the circumstance that an 
entry of only one lac of Rupees has been made in the account books of the defend- 
ant’s firm in the name of Government, there is not a tittle of evidence to show 
that the bond w'as obtained by any frandulent means, or that the defendant’s firm 
derived no benefit from the amounts that were advanced to the co-debtors from 
time to time. Exhibits 5, c, rf and r on behalf of the 2ad defendant are office 
memos of the Central Treasury with the endorsements of His Excellency Sir 
Salar Jung, authorizing certain sums to be advanced to Mohan Lai previous to the 
execution of Exhibit I . The defendant argues from the omission of the name of 
Kishen Lai in these documents that he is not responsible for their amf)nnts. It 



appears tn u<5 that, as tliPM* (1( Mere AN rittPii previous to the execiitioa of 

the build, the defendant is not entitled to refer to them after the sanity of his 
father, Eishen Lai, has been satisfactorily proted. Moreover, these documents 
merely authorize payment of the money, and would be worthless as proving pay- 
ment unless receipts of the payee or payees were forthcoming. The receipts (ex- 
hibits 5 and 6 ) for the suras entered in exhibits r and d amounting to Chalni 
Rupees 4,95,000 were executed by Ram Pratap, the Chief Gumashta of the 
firm of Xathmal Gobardhan Das. Thus, although the orders in these exhibits 
authorized payments to Mohan Lai, they were actually made to the firm of Nath- 
mal (iobardhan Das. Of the sum of Chalni Rupees 12,45,000 paid out from 
the Trea'-ury, Rupees O.Oo.OOO were actually paid to the firm of Nathmal Go- 
hardhan Das on the receipts executed by Kishen Lai and Ram Pratap (exhibits 4, 5 
and 6), while Rupees 0.40,000 svere advanced to Mohan Lai (exhibits 3 and 
7). When draw ing the amount of exhibits 5 and G, aggregating Chalni Rupees 
4,95,000, Kiaheu Lai hypothecated jewellery belonging to himself and Mohan 
Lai, the value of which was at the time appraised at Chalni Rupees 4,72,100. 
Theapp^ai^e^e were two persons, named Kishen Das and Bansi Dhar, who appraised 
the value of Mohan Lai’s jewels at Rupees 3,97,200 (exhibit 15) and that of 
Ki^hen Lai’s jewels at Rupees 74,900 (exhibit 10). It ds curious that, while 
Kishen Lai was drawing the large sum of nearly 5 lacs of Rupees for his own be- 
nefit, Mohan Lai allowed a large number of his jew'els valued at nearly 4 lacs 
to be hypothecated as a satisfaction for the liquidation of that loan. The natural 
inference is that both the co-defendants had implicit confidence in each other and 
were conscious that loans taken by them from Government were for mutual be- 
nefit. It is true that a sum of only Chalni Rupees 1.10,000 (equivalent to Halli 
Sicca Rupees 1.00,000 admitted by the defendant) is entered in the defendant’s 
lx)oks. in the Government Lheiia^ but this proves nothing beyond the circumstance 
that Kishen Lai. for reasons best knowm to himself, chose to make entries in his 
account books in a certain manner, and it is not fair to expect a creditor, who 
having made actual payment, had fortified himself with a regular bond, to satisfy 
himself that the debtor had credited the amount in his own account books in the 
name of that creditor, 

Uu referring to the account books of the firm of Katbmal Gobardhan 
Das fioui Samlat 1923 to Sauibit 1928, we find that while, previous to 1926, the 
balance to the credit of Mohan Lai did not exceed a little over Rupees 61,000 in 
any one year, the amount of that balance, all of a sudden, rose to over Rupees 
4,89,000 in that year, and continued to rise in the lollotviug two years until it 
reached the eu(»rmous sum of Rupees 9,20,613-11-0 in Sambat 1928. For a bet- 
ter elucidation of the transactions between the tw'o firms during the years under 
reference, the following e.xtrjcts from the of Mohan Lai in the books of 
Natlimal Gobardhan Das will be found interesting : — ■ 



Year. 

Beceipts n eluding previous 
year’s balance. 

1 Disbursements 


Balance m favour ol 
Moban Lai. 

1 

) 

] 

Rs. 

a. 


Rs. 

a- 

1 

Rs, 

a. 

P- 

1923 ! 

1 3.29,103 

15 

6 

2.69,877 

9 

6 

59,226 

6 

0 

j 

1924 1 

1 

[ 1,62,638 

3 

• > 

1.01,579 

2 

O 

61,059 

1 

0 

1925 ' 

1 

^ 1,81,631 

9 

3 

i 1.25,939 

1 

4 

0 

55,692 

I 

5 

3 

1926 

i 

! 6,79,674 

8 


1,89,778 

1 

9 

4.89,896 

7 

0 

1927 

12,26,850 

12 

1 6 

5,69,827 

12 ' 

0 

6.57,023 i 

0 

6 

1928 

1 

13,31,846 

1 

! ^ 

i 

4,11,202 

6 

i 

6 

9,20,610 

11 

! 

1 


Now, the first advance received by Mohan Lai from the Treasury was 
a sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 2,50,000 (equivalent to Chalni Rupees 2,75,000 1, 
on the 6th Jamadi-ul-avval 1287 Hijri corresponding with Srawan Sudh ^ 
Sambat 1927. Subsequently to that date various sums were advanced to Mohan 
Lai or Kishen Lul (the latter either executing a receipt under his own signature or 
under that of one of his G-umashtas) until the last item constituting the total sum 
of Chalni Rupees 12,45,000 amounting to Halli Sicca Rupees l,50,00u 
equivalent to Chalni Rupees 1,65,000) was advanced on the receipt of Mo- 
han Lai on the 19th Rabi-ul-avval 1289 Bijri (corresponding with Jaith Badi 6 
Sambat 1929), or 6 days before the date on w'hich exhibit 1 was executed. It is 
necessary here to explain the system of reckoning the Sambat and financial years 
adopted by Marwari Sowcars in this part of the country. Their Sambat year 
begins on Chait Sudi 1 and their financial year on Kartik Sudi 1. Thus their 
financial year contains five months of one, and seven months of the following. 
Sambat. and, although the entries in the book give the Sambat in which they oc- 
cur, the financial year corresponds only to the Sambat in which it began. For in- 
stance, take two entries in one financial year, vh., one in Magh Sambat 1940 and an- 
other in the month of Asadh Sambat 1941. Their respective Sambats will be record- 
ed against both these entries, although they will both be entered in the books of only 
one financial year which will he called 1940. Having explained the system of reckon- 
ing the financial year of Marwari Soiecars, it is easy to understand that sums 
advanced to Mohan Lai or Kishen Lai, during the first seven months of 
Sambats 1927, 1928 and 1929 would be entered by tliem in their account 
books for the financial years 1926, 1927 and 1928 respectively. Thus, the 
first item of the loan of Chalni Rupees 12,45,000 advanced to the two 
Sowcars ilvas paid in the financial year 1926, and the last in the financial 
year 1928, and it is only during the three intervening financial earsy 
that the balances in favour of Mohan Lai began to swell, until, at the end of 
1928, they had reached the large sum of over 9 lacs of Rupees. Mohan Lai was 
not certainly in a position in those days to advance such large sums to the firm 
of Nathmal Gobardhan Das. He was in straitened (urcumstances and had 
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borroTved a considerable sum from His Highiies'^’ Government in order to enable him 
to tide over what he then considered his temporary difficulties ; and Kishen Lai 
too, under similar circumstances, borrowed a considerable sum from the Govern- 
ment. He, however, chose to credit to Government only Chalni Rupees 1,10,000. 
out of a total sum of Uupees 6,05,000 that he had drawn, and the balance, 
together with other items of accounts between himself and Mohan Lai, he crediteil 
to the latter. Certain items in the journal of Kisheii Earn Mohan Lai for Sam- 
bat 1926 have been marked as exhibits r, s and t on behalf of defendant No. 2. 
These items correspond with the entries on the credit side of Mohan Lai’s khata 
in the account b loks of Xathmal <lobardhuu Das. indicating that the entries on 
the debit side of Mohan Lai's account books are similar to those on the credit side 
of the books of Nathmal (loburdhan Das. This method of keeping one's private 
accounts, however, does nut prejudicially affect the claim of the Government, 
which is in j>osseshion of a regular bond executed by both the debtors. We there- 
fore decide this issue iu favour of the Government, and hold that both defendants 
Nos. 1 and 2 are jointly and severally responsible to Government for the amount of 
the bond. 


12. We now come to consider point at issue (c) which is as follows: — 

• 

‘‘The said defendant is not liable for any portion of the sum of 
Rupees 2.79,062-8-0 debited to the two defendants after the said 
lx)nd.'’ 

The follooving sums were debited to the defendants after the execution 
of eshihits 1 and 2, for which no regular bond was obtained from them : — 


Number. | 

1 

Date of payment. 

Amount in 
Halil Sicca 
Eupees. 

Equivalent 
Chalni Eupees, 



lis. 

|a. 

P- 

Rs. 

a. 

P- 

1 

i 

22nd Jamadi-us-sani 1289 Hijri 

90,909 

1 

6 

1.00,000 

0 

0 


11th Rajah 1289 Hijri 

72,727 

4 

6 

00 

o 

o 

8 

i 

0 

0 

3 ! 

By means of Aliakams, dated 25th Shaban 
1280 Hijri, on the Fh’st Talukdars of 
Parbhuni, Shorapore, Raichore and Indur 

90,000 

Oj 

0 

99,062 

8 

0 

i 

Total ... 

2,53,636 

6 

0 

2,79,062 

8 

0 

1 


The total sum of Chalni Rupees given here is in ' accordance 
with the statement of the defendants’ accounts prepared in the Central 
Treasury at Hyderabad, and the corrosponding total in flalli Sicca Rupees is 
the amount actually advanced to them. Owing to an error in converting Chalni 
Rupees into Halli Sicca, committed by the clerks in the Treasury, the Govern- 
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meat representative in paragraph 5 of his report has giveii the amount in Halli 
Kupees at 2, 53, 693-3-3, an excess of I'upees 56-10-3 over the amount given 
above. We, have, however, rectified this mistake aiul given the correct amount 
according to the actual sums disbursed. 

Of the three items given above. No. 1 was advanced in pursuance of 
a petition, dated 21st Jamadi-us-sani 1289 Uijri, signed by Mohan Lai and 
Xathmal (iobardhau Da& (exhibit 8) and the amount was disbursed the follow- 
ing day, vide receipt of that date signed by Mohan Lai alone (exhibit 9). 
The signature of Nathmal Gobardhan Das on exhibit 8 is in the band writing 
f»t Kunj Lai, one of the two principal Gumashtas of the firm of Nathniil 
Gobardhan Das, who usel to conduct the work f>f ■ firm under the 
supervision of Kibhen Lai. Xo portion of this amount has been credite<l l)\ 
the firm of defendant No. 2 Ui Hi-) Highne-i^’ (government, but there are three 
separate credits given to dcfend.inL No. 1 on different dates, the amount of 
whicli very nearly approaches half the sum actually received from the Treasurv, 
r/:., Chalni Rupees 49,800 (exhibits -4-2. 43 and 44), and so far as this sum of 
Chalni Rnpses 1,00,000 is concerned, defendant No. 2 is equally responsible with 
defendant No. 1. An office memorandum bearing the endorsement of His Ex- 
cellency Sir Salar Jung (marked as exhibit f on behalf of defendant No. 2) 
authorizing payment of this amount, contains the name of Mohan Lai alone, 
and the defendant relies on this in support of his contention that he is not 
responsible for the amount ; but after the facts and figures referred to by us, 
this contention cannot ba entertained. I’here is, however, one point which 
reduces the liability of the defendants on account of this amount. It appears 
from paragraph 18 of the Hepoi-t of the Government representative that Mohan 
Lai gave chitthies or bills of exchange amounting to Halli Sicca Rupees 
3'. >,000 on three jagirdars which were accepted by them. This sum of Halli 
Sicca Rupees 30,00 '=0baliii Rupees 33,000 has therefore to be deducted from the 
sum of Chalni Rupees 1,00,000 advanced to the defendants, and they are jointly 
and severally responsible for the sum of Chalni Rupees 67,000 only. 

Item No. 2 amounting to Chalni R upees 80,000 was disbursed on the 
11th Rajab 1289 Hijri on a joint receipt signed by Mohan Lai and Kishen 
Lai (exhibit 10). The signature of Kishen Lai on this receipt is identical 
with those on other documents jiiientioucd previously. No portion of this 
amount has been credited in the books of Nathmal Gobardhan Das to Govern- 
ment. but there are tvs’o items aggregating Chalni Rupees 41,225 credited to 
Mohan Lai (exhibits 45 and 46), which represent more than half the amount 
prawn from the Treasury and the deficiency of two hundered Rupees in the 
half of amount No. 1 is more than made up by the exo.ess of Rupees 1,225 
in the half of this amount. We, therefore, hold defendant No, 2 equally respon- 
sible for this amount with defendant No. 1, and disallow his (2nd defendant’s) 
plea similar to that advanced in connection with the sum of Chalni Rupees 
1,00,000 on the basis of an office memorandum authorizing payment to Mchan 
I^al alone (exhibit g on behalf of deleudaiit No, 2). 
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As regards item Ko. 3. we are of the opinion that neither of the two 
tlefendants is responsible for it. Mohan Lai obtained Ahahims or I'reasury 
orders on four districts for the payment of an aggregate sum of Halli Sicca 
Kupees 90,000 to his agents in those places (exhibits 11. 12. 13 and 14), 
and depo'«ited bills of exchange drawn on three jagirdars amounting to Halli 
Sicca Rupees 90,000 in satisfaction of the amounts. The jagirdars promised 
to pay these hills within a specified period and the greater portion of them 
has been reilizad. The Government having accepted the transfer of this loan 
fo the jaginl.nrs, the finst two defendants are absolved from liability, and the Gov- 
ernment should take measures for recovering the money from the jagirdars. 
1’lie latter have h'^eii added as defendants Nos. 4, 5 and 6 and further details 

'viil he given w’hcu tve deal wdth the case as against them. It may be 

m-uti>u 3 i in this connection that, in prefering the claim against the fir.st two 
defenlauts. Givemmsiit hisadi'W'el the sums realized from the jagirdars in 
their account. Having absolved these defendants from liability, the sums re- 
alized on this account will have to he deducted from the payments credited 
t<-> them. This portion of the case will be dealt with when we discuss the 
moneys that G.>vernment has realized from the estate of the first two defend- 
ants. We hold that the first two defendants are not liable for item No. 3. 

Our decision as rcgarcL point at issue { c) is that w'e .jiold the first two de- 

fendants jointly and .severally responsible for a sum of Chalni Rupees 1.47,000 
only, out of a total claim for Rupees 2.79,062-8-0 and disallow’ the claim for 
1,32,062-8-0 as against them. 

13. We have now to consider issue (uf) as regards the liability of 
the 2nd defendant, which is as follows : — 

‘c The said defendant is not liable for any portion of the debt of 
Rupees 5,00,000 due to Barak Jung (Sultan Nawaz Jung) guaranteed 
by Government.” 

The circumstances in which Government stood surety for the debt due 
to Barak Jung, whose present legal representative is Nawab Snltan Nawaz 
-lung Shumshir-ul'Mulk, are these. The firms of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai and 
Nathinal Gobardhan Das being in straitened circumstances, Goverjnnent advanced 
to them large sums of money amounting to over 15 lacs of Chalni Rupees, on 
the security of certain of their estates. These advances covered a period of 
alxjut two years, and the last advance of Chalni Rupees 99,062-8-0 was made 
ill Snaban 1289 Hijri. The sums thus advanced enabled them to pay off 
some of their creditors. Among these there was. however, one Nawab Barak 
Jung to whom both the firms owed several lacs of rupees. An estimate of 
the total amount due by the two firms to this gentleman can be formed from 
!s >uie of the papers filed in this suit. A statement of the accounts of the former 
firm lately filed by Sultan Nawaz Jung in the High Court (exhibit 79), shews 
tliat the latter considered the firm owing fen liim, in round numbers, a sum of 
Chalni Rupees 9,60,000 on the date that Government stood surety ; while the 
extent of the liability of Nathmal Gobardhan l).is may be estimated from the 
circumatancs, that, according to the firm’s own accounts (exhibits 103 and 104) 
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a balance of Rs. 4,67,000 in round numbers was due for principal alone to 
Sultan Nawaz Jung. From the judgment of the Darul Kaza Court subse- 
quently obtained by Sultan Nawaz Jung against the firm, it appears that the 
total including principal and interest amounted to Rs. 9,56,000. This was the 
extent of the liabilities of the two firms to Barak Jung when Government was 
asked to intervene and stand surety to save them from ruin. As the sums already 
advanced by Government were barely sufficient to appease the other numerous cre- 
ditors of these two firms, it was impossible for them to make any cash payment to 
Barak Jung out of the advances so received by them. Barak Jung, however, 
seeing their tottering position, probably insisted on obtaining some sort of sub- 
stantial security for the repayment of at least a portion of his large debts, and the 
result was that Government stood security to the extent of five lacs of Rupees. 
The deed of suretyship, however, specified Kishen Ram Mohan Lai alone as the 
principal debtor, and it is for this reason that defendant No. 2 considers himself 
free from liability on this account. Were this deed the only document to guide 
us in this matter, we would hold the second defendant free fi-om all liability on 
this account, but there is further documentary evidence to show the real intention 
of the parties to the transaction. 

14. Apart fro^a the circumstance that both the firms were largely in- 
debted to Barak Jung, let us see what course of action Barak Jung and his legal 
representative have adopted as regards this guarantee of five lacs of Rupees. On 
looking at exhibit 79 already referred to, we find that Barak Jung has credited 
Kishen Ram Mohan Lai with Rs. 2,50,000 which is equivalent to only half the 
amount of the total guarantee. Were the Government guarantee intended for 
Kishen Ram Mohan Lai alone, Barak Jung would have credited him with the full 
and not the half amount. On scrutinizing the accounts of the firm of the 2nd 
defendant himself, we find two entries on page 6J of the Nakal Baht for 
Sambat 1929 crediting the sum of Chalni Rs. 22,000 to one Hyed Jafar 
and debiting the same amount to Nawab Mukhtar-ul-Mulk Bahadur on account 
of jokham or guarantee (exhibit 75). This amount is debited to Government 
in the ledger also (exhibit 76) on page 186 of the Khata Bahi for that Sam- 
bat. These entries are made on the 12th Hamzan 1289 Hijri or within three 
months from the date of the jokham, thereby indicating the acceptance of the 
liability by the firm within a very short period from the date of the transaction. 
Then again on page 63 of the Nakal Bahi for Sambat 1933, a sum of Rupees 
28,099-13-6 has been credited to Nawab Shamshir Jung and debited to Mukhtar 
ul-mulk Bahadur on the 1st Shaban 1294 Hijri in the jokham account (exhibit 
77) and on p.ige 91 of the M<i#a for the same year, the same amount has been 
shown on the debit side of the Government account (exhibit 78). There is this 
difference between the entries in exhibits 75 and 76 on the one hand, and 77 and 
78 on the other, that while in the former the word “Jokham” alone has been used 
without any further explanation, in the latter that word has been qualified by the 
addition of the phrase “of Jamadar Barak Jung”, thus removing any doubt 
that might possibly exist as to the identity of the transaction referred to in 
exhibits 75 and 76- 
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15. Ou tlie 22nd Rajab 1301 Hijri, Kishen Das, the principal 
Crumashta of the firm of Nathinal Gobardhan Das and the natural father of the 
2nd defendant, presented a petition (exhibit 28) to Government repudiating 
liability for the various sums advanced from the Treasury with the exception of 
a sum of Chaliii llupeea 1,10,000 and demanding an enquiry into the whole 
transaction. With this petition was appended a short statement of liabilities 
to Government admitted by the petitioner (exhibit 29) amounting to Rs. 
5,40,000 as per details below : — 

Received from the Treasury ou 2iSth Ramzan P 

1288 Hijri ... ... ... 1,10,000 0 0 

Caused to be paid to Sheolal Motilal on ac- 
count of karkhana account ... ... 1,80,000 0 0 

On account of the “ Jokham ” of Barak Jung 

Bahadur ... ... ... 2,50,000 0 0 

Defendent No. 2 has admitted the signatures of his father Kishen 
Das on both these documents, so that their genuineness is unquestionable. 
The admission made in this document clearly established the liability of the 

firm of Nathraal Gobardhan Das for the debt guaranteed by Government. 

• 

Another petition presented by Kishen Das on the 23rd Jamadi-ul- 
avval 1295 Hijri (exhibit .51). while admitting liability for Barak Jung’s debt 
guaranteed by Government, complains of the bad faith of Mohan Lai, and 
prays tLit the debt due to Government and Barak Jung be set off against 
certain sums that, according to him, were due by Government to the firm of 
Nathmal Gobardhan Das. Attached to this petition is a statement similar to 
the one in exhibit 29. 

16. The entries in the books of Nathmal Gfjbardhan Das and the 
admissions made in their behalf from time to time clearly show that the firm 
from the beginning admitted liability for the loan of Barak Jung guaran- 
teed by Governmeut. Government have also regarded both Kishen Ram Mohan 
Lai and Nathraal Gobardhan Das as jointly responsible for this debt from the 
outset. So long ago as Ramzan 1290 Hijri, or 15 months after the date of 
the guarantee, Government caused a list of the assets of both the defendants 
to be prepared (exhibit 85), which would siiflioe to meet the guaranteed debt 
with interest. This list contains the assets of defendant No. 1 amounting to 
Rs, 2.90,349 and those of defendant No. 2 aggregating Rupees 2,41,100 
which were then, considered sufficient to meet the liability for this debt up to 
that date, amounting to Rs. 5,31,449 inclusive of principal and interest. 
Rive years afterwards Mohan Lai and Nathmal Gobardhan Das were both 
peremptorily called upon by Government to liquidate this debt within three 
days, %niie Ramchander Rao's Ruhkar No, 6,496 dated 26th Zihijja 1295 Hijri 
(exhibit 86). 'i’hen again the Accountant-General wrote to the Judicial Sec- 
retary, vide Ruhkar No. 1717 dated 31st Khurdad 1298 Fasli (exhibit 84) 
that Government held both Kishen Ram Mohan Lai and Nathmal Gobardhan 
Das responsible for the debt of Sultan Nawaz Jung guaranteed by it. 
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17. It will thus be seen that, although the deed of suret 3 'ship did 
not contain the name of Nathmal G-obardhan Das, yet all the parties to the 
transaction, not excluding Nathmal Gobardhan Das himself, considered him 
responsible jointly with Kishen Bam Mohan Lai, and it was for the first time 
after the lapse of 25 years that Chunni Lai, the present representative of the 
former firm, took it into his head to repudiate liability on the flimsiest possible 
grounds, taking dishonest advantage of the omission of his ancestor’s name 
from the deed. The said defendant has also tried to make capital out of the 
omission of his firm's name from the proceedings of the Council of State, pub- 
lished in the Government Jarida dated 1st Khurdad 1296 Fasli, pages 2 to 76. 
Government made an amicable settlement with Sultan Nawaz Jung for the 
debts of certain Sowcars guaranteed by it, and the proceedings above referred 
to contain the debate that took place on that settlement in the Council of 
State. In these proceedinga, the name of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai alone occurs 
in connection with one of the guaranteed debts, and the defendant urges that 
the said settlement having received the sanction of His Highness cannot be 
altered or modified by the addition of the name of his firm which was not 
a party thereto; The defendant however forgets that the settlement then effected 
was between the Government and Sultan Nawaz Jung and had nothing w'hat- 
ever to do ■with the principal debtor or debtors, whoever he or they might be. 
In fact, not even Kishen Ham Mohan Lai, who, according to him, is solely 
responsible for this debt, was made a party to that amicable settlement. The 
object of that settlement was not to fix the liability of the principal debtor 
or debtors. It was an arrangement between the creditor and the surety to 
discharge the debt on the best possible terms for both, and the name of one of 
the principal debtors occurred, not because the other principal debtor was not 
liable, but because the deed of suretyship contained the name of one debtor only. 
In fixing upon the 2nd defendant as one of the co-debtors, therefore, the Coin- 
mission does neither alter nor modify the orders of His Highness, but simply 
apportions the liability of the original debtors who were no parties to the settle- 
ment effected with Sultan. Nav/az Jung. For the reasons given above, we hold 
both defendants Nos. 1 and 2 jointly responsible for the debt of Barak Jung 
guaranteed by Government. 

18. Having dealt with the four issues framed regarding the liability 
of defendant No. 2 for the loans advanced bj’ the Government, we may sum- 
marise the result of our findings as below : — 

a. That defendants Nos, 1 and 2 are both jointly and 
severally responsible for the sum of Ohalni Rs. 12,90,846-1-8 
secured by the bond dated 2oth Kabi-ul-avval 1289 Hiji’i (exhibit I). 

b. That of the three sums amounting to Chalni 
hs. 2,79,062-8-0 advanced to them subsequently to the execution 
of exhibit No 1, they are jointly and severally responsible for a sum 
of Chalni Rs. 1,47,000 only. 
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As a portion of the first item amonnting to Chalni Rupees 
83,000 and the third item aggregating Chalni Rupees 99,062*8-0 
are secured by the bills of exchange drawn on certain jagirdars, 
these defendants can no longer be looked upon in the light of 
debtor’s as regards these amounts, and the matter now lies between 
the Government and the jagirdars. 

c. That both the said defendants are also jointly and 
severally responsible for the debt of Sultan Nawaz Jung, amounting 
to Rs. 5,00,000 guaranteed by Government. 

The defendants would therefore apparently be considered to be res- 
p ){isible to Government for the total principal sura of Chalni Bs. 19,37,845-1-8. 
The Government however claim Chalni Rupees 23,34,753-2-2 as principal 
{ride para 2), and after deducting the sum of Rupees 1,32,062-8-0 on account 
of the ckitthies on jagirdars disallowed by us, there still remains the sum of 
Ks. 22,02,690-10-2 which exceeds the above amount by Bs. 2,64,845-8-6. Com- 
paring the figures of paragraph 2 with the details given in sub paras (a), (6) 
and (c) above, it will be observed that this discrepancy arises in the amount 
of guaranteed debt only. Tn discussing the liability of defendant No. 2 for 
this debt, we have all along quoted the figure at which it originally stood, 
rh.f Rs, 5,00,000, and this is the figure that occurs in sub para (d) also. 
The Government however claims Rupees 7,64,845-8-6 inclusive of the sums 
that it has already paid to Saltan Nawaz Ji^g and is likely to pay to 
him in future on account of principal alone. ^Jt will be remembered that 
when, on the 10th Moharram 1302 Hijri, the Arab retainers of Sultan Nawaz 
Jang caused a disturbance in the City of Hyderabad, that Arab chief was 
put on his trial, and, on being convicted of complicity in that disturbance, 
was expelled from His Highness’ dominions. Sultan Nawaz Jung subsequent- 
ly laid a claim for Rs. 1,02,00,222-15-9 against the Government. In this 
claim were included Rs. 58,14,666-3-0 for the debts due by the firms of 
ilah^nand Rim Puraii Mai and Kishen Rim Mohan Lai guaranteed by Gov- 
ernment as per details below ; — 

llsf, a. p, 

Mahanand Ram Puran Mai ... 47,77,970 2 3 

Kishen Ram Mohan Lai ... 10,36,696 0 9 

Subsequently an amicable settlement was effected by which Sultan 
Nawaz Jung waived all his claims with the exception of those against these 
two Sowcars, and Government undertook to pay off these debts by instal- 
ments. According to this settlement, the amount of Sultan Nawaz Jung’s 
claim was reduced by about 47 per cent to Rs. 31,31,598 which was 
to be paid off by Government by annual instalments of Rs. 2,00,000. 
it was further agreed that no interest was to run on the amount for 5 
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years, after which, simple interest at the rate of eight annas per cent per men- 
sem would be allowed on the balance then due. The amount at which the 
settlement was effected was apportioned between the two firms as below ; — 

Bs. a. p. 

Mahanand Ram Puran Mai ... 27,24,252 7 6 

Kishen Ram Mohan Lai ... 4,07,345 8 6 

Previous to the settlement above referrei to, Government had paid 
Sultan ISawaz Jung Halli Sicca Rs. S.25,OCO equivalent to Chalni 
Rs. 3,57,500 on account of the guarariteed debt of Kishen Ram Mohan 
Lai, and in calculating the claim against the defendants on this account, the 
Government representative has added both these amounts, making it 
Rs. 7,64,845-8-6. This figure would be correct if the above amount were 
actually paid to Sultan ^^awaz Jung from the 1’reasury and Government 
were absolved from all further liability to that gentleman for interest. On 
referring to the accounts, however, we find that so far as the debt against 
these two defendants is concerned, Government have actually paid to Sultan 
Nawaz Jung Halli Sicca Rs. 3,24,764-1-0 eq[uivalent to Chalni Rs. 3,57,240-7-6 
only, and that Chalni' Rs. 50.105-1-0 on account of principal have yet to 
be paid. In addition to this, proportionate interest after the lapse of the first 
five years will have to he paid. It will thus be seen that it is impossible just now 
to arrive at any correct figure as to the actual amount which Government will have 
to pay to Sultan Nawaz Jung on account of the guaranteed debt of the first two 
defendants. The safest course therefore for the present is to include only that 
portion of this debt as part of Government claim for principal which has actually 
been paid to Sultan Nawaz Jung and which since the settlement amounts to Chalni 
Rs. 3,57,240-7-8, and previous to that event to Chalni Rs. 3,57,500, giving a total 
sum of Chalni Rs. 7,14,740-7-6. 

The total amount of Government claim for the present allowed by us 
for principal alone thus aggregates Chalni Rs. 21,52,585-9-2 as per following de- 
tails - 

Its* a. p. 

1. On account of exhibit I ... 12,90.845 1 8 

2. Sums subsequently advanced ... 1,47,000 0 0 

3. On account of the guaranteed 

debt of Sultan Nawaz Jung ... 7,14,740 7 6 

Total ... 21,62,585 9 2 

For the reasons already given, we have disallowed the following 
two items amounting to Rs. 1,82,167-9-0 fi*om the Government claim, and 
if this amount be added to the sum allowed by us, it aggregates 
Rs. 23,34,753-2-2, representing the total Government claim given in para- 
graph 2 : — 
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Ba. a. p- 

a Due by Jagirdars ... ... 1,32,062 8 0 

h. To be adjusted hereafter on 
final settlement with Sul- 
tan Nawaz Jung . .. 50,105 1 0 

Tot^l ... 1,82, IG7 9 0 


19. Item (a) has practically been disposed o£ so far as these 

two defendants are concerned, but item (b) will have to be debited to them 

when actual payment to Sultan Nawaz Jung has been made. In addi- 
tion to that ssum, Government will have to pay whatever interest may have 
accrued and the payments on this account also will have to be debited to 
the defendants. It will thus be seen that it is not practicable to finally 
a'ljast Government claims against the defendants till after the final settle- 
ment with Sultan Nawaz Juug, but we have not thought it necessary to 
allow the present claims to be pending until the achievement of that result. 
We are now disposing of the Gi^ernmeut claims so far as they are due up 
to date, and the balance can bs adj- stod sub^e'.laently when it becomes 
actually due. As will be seen further on, have, found the dotendants 
owing a large sum of money to Government 'itler setting olt all the re- 
ceipts realized from their assets and all the sums due by Government to 
them. There are practica'ly no further assets which wouLl suffice to satis- 
fy this large balance with the excention of certain claims for oil dibts 

preferred by the first defendant against tho Government. The amount of 
principal alone claimed by the defendant, aggregates Halli Sicca Rs. 8,01,000, 
on which he has dharged Halli Sicca Ks. 1,09,02,000 as interest. These 
claims have yet to be inquired into, and whatever balance with correspond- 
ing intere-.t is* found due to him could be set off against the debts that the 
defendants owe to the Government. Those old claims are likely to bo dis- 
posed of shortly, and we would urge on the Government the desirability of 
coming to an early and final settlement with Sultan Nawaz Jung, so as to 
enable the t’ommission to finally dispose of the first defendant’s claims 
against Government as expeditiously as possible, 

20. In determining the liability of the defendants on account of the debt 
due to Sultan Nawaz Jung, we have assumed that the settlement effected by Gov- 
vemment with him was one to which exception could not be taken by the princi- 
pal debtors. The fact, however, is that one of the two principal debtors has taken 
exception to the reasonableness and fairness of the compromise. In a long argu- 
mentative petition, the defendant objects to the compromise on the grounds : (1 ) that 
he was not a party to the compromise, (2) that exhorbitant interest was allowed 
to the creditor beyond all reasonable proportions and in contravention of the terms 
of the agreement with him, and (3) that according to the accounts there was little 
or nothing due to f^ultan Nawaz Jung at the time that the compromise was effect- 
ed. That Kishen Ram Mohan Lai was not a party to the compromise is admitted 
by Goverumeut, but the Government representative submits that the settlement 
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arrived at was reasonable and advantageous to the principal debtors. As has been 
previously stated, Sultin Nawaz Jung originally claimed Chalni Rupees 10,86,696, 
and the sum at which the compromise was effected was Chalni Rupees 
4,07,845. There was thus a reduction o£ Ruj ees 6,29,351 or GO percent over the 
total claim, and this would, prhna facie^ seem to be a reasonable and fair compro- 
mise Looking at the accounts in detail, we find that the compromise arrived at 
was based on the tollowing figures: — 


PurNCTPAL^ 

Rs. 

Total amount due . . . 5,00,000 
Deduct payments 5,10,430 


IKTEBJ ST. 


Es. 


4,21,021 

3,246 


Total. 

Bs 


9,21,021 

0,13,676 


Balance ... 4,07,315 


Although the defendant in his petition strongly animadverts on the conduct 
of Government in f.iiling to consult him as regards the compromise, he carefully 
confines him-^eli to gciieralizatiuns and does not attempt to show by figures that he 
has been a sufferer by the arrangement. It would, however, seem from the line of 
defence adopted by the defendant that he considers himself liable to only half the 
debts due by the two deCen iants ; and, arguing on this basis, he urges that so far 
as he is personally concerned, he owe! little or nothing to Sultan Nawaz J ung at 
the time of the amicable settlement with him. Government, however, hold both 
the defend luts jointly and severally responsible for their joint debt. The ques- 
tion, whether any apportionment of the debt of the two defendants in equal shares 
was agreed to by the Government, Avill be discussed hereafter. 


It may however be mentioned here that, so far as the guaranteed debt of 
Sultan Nawaz Jung is concerned, this apportionment of the debt in equal shares was 
alleged by the defendant even in the lifetime of His Excellency the first Salar 
Jung. The defendant presented a petition to His Excellency praying for the set- 
tlement of Sultan Nawaz Jung’s debt, on the 24th Zihijja 1299 Hijri, to which was 
attaehed a statement of account to the end of 1208 Hijri, showing that the defend- 
ant considered himself indebted to Sultan Nawaz Jung for the half share of his 
debt to the extent of Eupces 2,43,745-5-6 (see file of Accountant-General’s Office 
No. 449, refunds and drawbacks Branch, Part I Nos. 40, 41 aud42). The details of 
this statement are as below : — 


Total half guaranteed 
debt with interest 

Deduct pay ment . . . 


PBlNCirAIi. INTEEEST TOTAL. 

Es. a. p Rs. a. p. Bs. a. p» 

2,50,OOU 0 0 ..1,49,682 9 6... 3, 99, 682 9 6 

1,52,930 10 8... 3,006 9 9 ... 1,55,937 4 0 

Balance ... 2,43,745 6 6 


The defendant here admits his liability to Sultan Nawaz Jung for half the 
share of his guaranteed debt to the extent of Bupees 2,43,000 to the end of 
1293 Hijri. In B.ajab 1302 Hijri, Government effected an amicable settlement 
with Sultan Nawaz Jung as regards the total debt of Eupees 5,00,000 for a 
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sum of Rupees 4,07,000 which is Ruj>ees 1,64,000 in excess of what the 
defendant admitted to be due by him for his half share four years before ; and con- 
sidering that this compromise includes the other half of the principal and interest 
for the following four years, it cannot be looked upon as unreasonable or unfair. 
The defendant therefore has no right to say now that the compromise arrived at 
by Government with his creditor was injurious to his interests 

21. In paragraph 18 of this report we have held the first two defendants liable 
to Goveniment for a total principal of Rupees 21,52,585-9-2. 

This consists of Rupees 14,37,815-1-8 advanced to them direct fi’om the 
Treasury and Eiipjes 7,14,740 7-8 pail to t'leir creditor Sultan Nawaz Jung. 
We have now set off against this amount the various sums either realized trom 
theii" estates or due ta them by the Government on account of transactions in ca-^h 
and kind and then strike a bihnce. But previo is to entering into these details, 
we find it neceasary to dispose of o le m )ro cmteiition of defendant No. 1. His 
allegation is that Government subs ‘ipieutly a<jr ‘cs 1 to apportion the joint debts due 
by him and his co-debt ir between them in eq i il shares, to be rec ivered from each 
separately. By this contention the defendant attempts to limit his liability to that 
portion of the debt which, according to him, the Government agreed to realize from 
his estate, thus, absolving himself of liability for the other .half. In dealing with 
the documents on which the defendant relies, ave shall show presently that his con- 
tention is entirely groundless and there is nothing to prove that Government ever 
contemplated the apportionment of the debt between the co-debtors as regards its 
claims against them jointly and severally. Considering the credit that defendant 
No. 2 commanded in those days, it is not likely that Government would have ori- 
ginally trusted him single-handed for any thing like h.alf the amount of the total 
debts due by them both, and it is still less likely that it would subsequently agree 
to the apportionment of those debts in equal shares, absolving the one &om tlie 
liability of the other’s half share. As will be shown hereafter, the sums actually 
realized from and hereafter to be adjuste.! on account of the estate of Nathmal 
Gobardhan Das are far short of those that have been recovered from, and have to 
be adjusted on account of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai. Hence the balance against 
Nathmal Gobardhan Das for his half share of the debts would be much larger than 
that against Kishen Ram Mohan Lai. There is practically little or no property 
of Nathmal Gobardhan Das to meet this large balance, wrhereas Kishen Ram Mo- 
han Lai has a suit against Government for old debts in which he claims nearly 9 
lacs of Haiti Sicca Rupees for principal with the addition of Rupees one crore and nine 
lacs for interest. Should we hold that the two defendants are jointly and severally 
liable for all the debts, Government would be entitled to set oif whatever balance 
is found due by both the defendants against Kishen Ram Mohan Lai’s claim for old 
debts. Ou the other band, if, in our opinion, Government has agreed to theappor- 
tio.»a.8nt of the debts in equal shares beween the two debtors, Government could 
set off against Kishen Bam Mohan Lai’s claim only that portion of his half share 
of the djbts which on adjustment is proved to be due by him. This balance is like- 
ly to be very small and the result would be that Kishen Ram Mohan Lai would 
profit considerably ty it. Mohan Lai, like a shrewd man of business, sees this, and 
Kaiuw lilt fr» wovp that bv 9 Hubseonent arranp’ement. Government agreed 
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to apportion the debts in equal shares between the debtors, an<i to realize from the 
estate of each his share of the debts. 

22. We now proceed to examine the documents on which the defen- 
dant relies. There are two series of documents in support of the defendant’s 
contention, viz., one regarding the loans from the Treasury, and the other regarding 
the guaranteed loin of Rupees 5,00,000. We shall first deal with the former. 
There are four documents on which the defendant relies in this connection. The 
first is a petition without date from the defendant, Mohan Lai, to His Excellency 
Sir Salar J ung Senior (exhibit 24) . In this petition the defendant states that at 
the time that the petitioner was allowed an interview he prayed that the interest 
on Government and other loans be relinquished, and His Excellency was pleased 
to give him a reassuring reply. The petitioner therefore submitted this petition 
in the hope that a (written) order be endorse! thereon. The defendant has, 
in this petition, repeated the verbal representation that he alleges to have made to 
the Minister, in which he seems to have incidentally mentioned that, of the Rupees 
15,69,000 borrowed from the Treasury, half was against the firm of Nathmal 
Goliardhan Das. Assuming the correctness of the statement contained in this 
petition, we fail to see how this representation of the defendant to His Excellency 
could be construed in tjie Government having agreed to hold each of the two 
creditors responoible only for a moiety of their joint debts. Stretching the law 
of Estoppel to its widest extent, we cannot arrive at the conclusion that this repre- 
sentation of the defendant to the head of the administration and his general reassur- 
ing answer could possibly be construed into an agreement on his behalf to hold the 
two debtors individually responsible for only half the share of their joint debt. 
This petition is certainly found in one of the Central Treasury files, but there is 
nothing to indicate that it was ever brought to the notice of B is Excellency. Had 
it been so, it would have borne some order or endorsement of His Excellency in 
accordance with his general practice. This being so, the defendant cannot derive 
any benefit from the existence of this paper on the Government records. 

The second is a statement (exhibit 25) signed by Ram Pratap, the chief 
Gumashta of Nathmal Gobardhan Das, dated 2nd Moharram 1293 Hijri. The 
heading of the statement indicates that it was prepared at the instance of Shanker 
Rao, who worked directly under Sir Salar Jung Senior, but it is neither in his hand- 
writing nor is it signed by him. The statement purports to be a division of tiie 
Government loans into two equal shares between the two debtors, and is to the 
following effect: — 

Hs. a p. 

Total debt ... ... ... 16,69,907-9.8 

Deduct (share of) Seodat Ram Jaisi Ram (Kishen 

Ram Mohan Lai) ... 7,84,907-9-8 

Balance (against Nathmal Gobardhan Das) ... 7,85,000-0-0 


Details of the assets from which this amount is t'l be reoovwed are then 
given fallowed by the signature of Ram Pratan. 
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The third is a similar statement signed by Kishen Ram Mohan Lai of 
the firm of Seodat Ram Jaisi Ram (exhibit 26) purporting to have been prepared 
under the auspices of the same p arson, but it is not in his hand- writing, nor does it 
bear his signature. It runs thus: — 

Ri. a p* 

Total debt ... ... 15.69,90/ 9 8 

Deduct due by Nathmal Gobardhan Das ... 7.85,000 0 0 

Balance (against Seodat Ram Jaisi Ram or Kishen 

Ram Mohan Lrfl) ... ... 7.84,90/ 9 8 

Details are then given of the assets from which this amount is to be re- 
alized, followed by the signature of Kishen Ram Mohan Dal. On the back of each 
of the above two documents (exhibits 25 and 26), are separate endorsements in an 
unknown hand to the following effect: — 

“ On this paper being brought to the notice of His Excel- 
lency on the 4th Moharram 1293 Hijri, he ordered the statement of 
the assets of both the Sowcars together with this statement to be 
forwarded to the Treasury office for (the purpose of) getting the 
money remitted (into the Treasury)". 

These documents, when found, were not home on the regular file of any office. 
The circumstances under which they were brought to light are peculiar. It will 
be remembered that they are dated 1293 Hijri. Shanker Rao, under whose auspi- 
ces they purport to have been prepared, died in the same year and was succeeded 
by Ramchander Rao. The latter too died a couple of years afterwards, and on his 
death that office was abolished. The records were locked up in cupboards until it 
was found necessary to have recourse to them in order to answer corresjiondence 
to which they related. Rajah Srinivasa Rao was then deputed to compile and 
arrange the records and to transfer them to the several offices to which they 
referred, and this was accordihgly done. Subsequently the Accountant-General 
wrote to him asking for some more files connected with tbe loans advanced to 
Kishen Ram Mohan Lai. The Rajah replied to the effect that no other files were 
to be found in the cupboards. Some miscellaneous papers however were discover- 
ed, which he appended with his reply (exhibit Toi). It was under these pecu- 
liar and, on the free of them, suspicious circumstances that these two documents 
came to light seven years after their alleged preparation and five years after the 
abolition of the Peshi office. This circumstance, coupled with the fact that they 
are neither in the handwriting of Shanker Rao nor signed by him, casts a grave 
doubt on their genuineness. Taking the documents as they are, they prove 
nothing beyond a proposed arrangement by the debtors, for the repayment of their 
debts in equal shares fr.m certain of their assets, and an order by the Minister to 
realize the amount from the estates pointed out by the debtors. This is entirely differ- 
ent from an agreement on behalf of the Government to realize only half the debts 
from each debtor and waiving the Government claim agaiast one of them for the 
share of the other. Nothing short of a distinct and unequivocal statement by the 
Head of the administration would satisfy us that the arranffement had the sanction 
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of tlife Grovernment, but evidently there is no such document and the defendant 
seeks to bind the Government to proposals which were never accepted by it. 
Reading these two documents together with exhibit 24, it would seem that the 
debtors expressed in figures in exhibits 25 and 26 the arrangement hinted at by 
defendant No. 1 in exhibit 24, but the former bear as little significance on the 
question of the acceptance by Government of a division of responsibility by the 
joint debtors as the latter. 

The fourth document relied on by the defendant (exhibit A), is a letter 
addressed by Maulavi Ahmad Hussain to the Accountant-General, giving the pur- 
port of an order by the Minister in another case. This summary of His Excellency’s 
order simply goes to prove that his knowledge regarding the loans advanced by 
Government to the defendant was very imperfect, and he therefore ordered the 
Judicial Secretary to place the record before him for orders. The letter in question 
simply gives a summary of the Minister’s order and does not pretend to quote the 
words of that order, but even this does not help the defendant’s contention. As it 
is, even this document does not bear out the case of the defendant and we hold that 
80 far as the apportionment of the Treasury debts due by the two defendants 
is concerned, defendant *No. 1 has failed to substantiate his contention. 

There is one more circumstance which may be taken to support the 
defendant’s contention. On the receipt of exhibits 25 and 26 from Rajah Sriuivas 
Rao, the Accountant-General passed them on to the Treasury OEBcer at Hyderabad 
without any comment or order, and that officer caused entries to be made in the 
Government accounts in accordance therewith without any scrutiny or audit and 
without any order to that effect. The Treasury Officer was not authorised to make 
any such alterations in the accounts except under the orders of Government, con- 
veyed to him through the proper channel. His action was therefore irregular and 
ulfra vires, and any such act of a Subordinate Officer is not binding on the 
Government. 

23. Defendant bases his case as regards the division of (he guaranteed debt 
on exhibits 79 to 86 both inclusive. Exhibit 79 is a copy of the account of de- 
fendant No. 1, filed by Sultan Nawaz Jung in the High Court, in support of bis 
claim to a balance of Rs. 15,17,857-1-5 alleged to be due by the former to the 
latter. In this account Saltan Nawaz Jung has allowed a credit of Rs. 2,50,000 
to Mohan Lai out of the total guaranteed debt of Rs. 5,00,000. Exhibits 80 and 
82 are two Rubkars addressed by the late Rajah Girdhari Prasad to the Accountant- 
General, describing how Sir Salar Jung mterceded with Barak Jung on behalf of 
Eishen Ram Mohan Lai and induced him through the Rajah to relinquish a portion 
of his claim for interest. Exhibit 81 is a statement of account accompanying 
exhibit 80. These two documents when read together indicate that Barak Jung 
bad agreed to limit his claim against Eishen Ram Mohan Lai to Rs. 4,82,462-4-6 
for all his debts exclusive of the guaranteed joint debt of Rs. 5,00,000 for. which 
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he held Government responsible. In exhibit 81, Kishen Ram Mohan Lai was 
allowed a credit of Rs. 2,50,000 on account of half the joint debt guaranteed by 
Government. 

Exhibit 83 is a Rubkar from the Accountant-General t ) the J ndicial Secre- 
tary communicating the appointment of a Commission by order of the Prime 
Minister to inquire into the claims of Sultan Nawaz J ung against the Government 
for the guaranteed debts and to realize the assets of the principal debtors for the 
liquidation of those debts. 

Exhibit 84 is another Rubkar from the Accountant-General to the Judicial 
Secretary stating that the debt guaranteed by Government was due by both Kishen 
Ram Mohan Lai and Nathmal Gobardhan Das and that the amicable settlement 
arrived at with Saltan Nawaz Jung for Rs. 4,07,645-0-0 alEected both those 
Sowcars. Exhibit 85 is a statement dated 12th Ramzan 1290 Hijri. In this 
statement the amount of the guaranteed debt with the addition of interest up 
to that date is put down at Rs. 5.31,449-0-0, and fur the liquidation of this debt 
the assets of the two debtors are given in detail, those of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai 
amounting to Rs. 2,90,349-0-0 and those of Nathmal Gobardhan Das aggregating 
Rs. 2,41,100-0-0. 


Exhibit 86 is a Rubkar dated 26th Zihijja 1295 Hijri addressed in duplicates 
to Kishen Ram Mohan Lai and Nathmal Gobardhan Das, by order of the Govern- 
ment under the signature of Ramchandra Ran, calling upon both the Sowcars 
either to pay the guaranteed debt of Barak Jung within three days or to induce 
the latter to restore the deed of suretyship executed in his favour by Government, 
in default of which. Government would adopt such measures for the recovery of 
the debt as might seem desirable. 

It may be .stated at the outset that exhibits 83, 84 and 86 have no direct 
bearing on the contention of the defendant that Government agreed to apportion 
the guaranteed debt in equal shares between the debtors. Exhibit 83 is confined 
to the communication of the orders of the Government appointing a Commission 
and casually mentions Kishen Ram Mohan Lai and Nathmal Gobardhan Das as 
principal debtors. Exhibit 84 likewise mentions them both as joint principal 
debtors, while exhibit 86 calls on them both to discharge their debt within a fixed 
period. These documents are silent as to the apportionment of the debt. If 
anything, they simply go to show that Government looked upon them both as 
co-debtors and the fact that so long ago as 1295 Hijri, they were both called up- 
on to discharge the debt, clearly establishes the contention of the Government 
that it has all along looked upon both these Sowcars as the joint principal 
debtors. We should therefore leave these papers alone and discuss the remaining 
five documents relied on by the defendant. 



EKliiblfft K ). 8! '\n I 82 aimulv dh^.v what concis^ious Barak Jans was in- 
duc"d to allow the < I ’fcridant at the instance of the Government. Beyond this, it 
establishes nothinpr. The circumstance that Barak Jung credited half the guaran- 
teed debt to Mohan Lai does not tend to establish the contention that Gt>vern- 
ment had agreed to limit the responsibility of Kishen Ham Mohan Lai as against 
itself to half the total debt for which it stood security. Barak Jung and, subse- 
quently hit) heir. Sultan Kawaz Jung, have all along held Government liable for 
the tot.il gnarant. ‘^d debt, and (5 )Vor..m3nt in its turn holds the principal debtors 
responsible. (Tovernraent lias not derived any benefit from this transaction and 
there is no reason why it slnmld not recover what it has actually paid, from which- 
ever of the debtors is found possessed of assets. As has been already stated, both 
Kishen Ram M<.)han Lai and Kathmal Gobardhan Das had separate dealings with 
Barak Jung, and when Government stood surety for them conjointly to the extent 
of Rs. 5 lacs, it naturally follows that, in the absence of a joint account with them 
Barak Jung, w mid ahow each of them credit for half the amount of the debt so 
guaranteed by the Government. The fact that, under the circumstances, the credi- 
tor allowed a credit of half the amount of the guaranteed debt to each debtor, 
tloes not indicate a division of responsibility of thehc debtors as against Govern- 
ment. Government did ’certainly ledp one of these ilebtors with his creditor in 
getting him to reduce the amount of his claim, hut there is nothing to .-.how that 
it ever agreed to a division of their responsibility. 

As f«>r exhibit 85, it negatives rather than supports the contention of the 
defendant. Had Government agreed to a divibion of responsibility of the debtors 
as urged by defendant Xo. 1, the asnet-. of each debtor towards liquidating the debt 
would also have been apportioned in equal shares. We find, however, that while 
Mohan Lai’s assets given in this document amount to Bs. 2,90,349-0-0, those of 
Nathmal Gobardhan Das do not exceed the sum of Rs. 2,41,100-0-0- Exhibit 7l) 
i.-- a document with which Government has nothing to do and does not require any 
comment from us. We therefore reject the contention of defendant No. 1 and- 
hold that both the defendants are liable to Government jointly and severally for 
the guaranteed debt, as they are for the moneys advanced to them from the Treasury. 
The result is that we hold the two defendants responsible tor the total debt of 
Rs. 21,32,585-9-2 and we also hold them both responsible for whatever sums may 
have to be disbursed to Sultan Nawaz Jung hereafter in pursuance of the terms of 
the amicable settlement arrived at with him. When the transactions originally 
took place between the Government and the defendants, all Government accounts 
were kept in Chalni Rupees. We have therefore up to now dealt with them in that 
currency. The fact is however that actual payments were made in the Halli 
Sicca, and the sums entered in the accounts in the Ohalni Sicca were simply arrived 
at by adding exchange at 10 per cent. Subsequently when the Government accounts 
began to be kept in the Halli Sicca, all amounts which had been previously entered 
in ('halui Rupees were converted into that coin. Such was the case with the defen- 
tLints’ acouuts also. Wa tbere^’ora caasidar it dasirable, at this stage, to convert 



26 


the Gu\enuueiit deinmid alto into Halli K^. The sum of C'halni Ka. 2i, j2,o8o-9-2. 
when thus converted, amounts to ITalii Sicca Rs. 19,56,896. 

24. We have iiow to set off against this amount', — 

(u ) — Sums rf'aliKed by the Government trom the estates of the 
defendants imd ereilited to their account. 

(h) 'buni'5 so realized hut not yet credited to them. 

(»•) Value of the jewels hypfdhecated by them. 

('/) -Prices of the commodities supplied by them. 

1 — Siua-> due by persons whose properties were handed over to 
Gov’cnuntint by the defendants. 

( f) —Debts due by the tlovemment to the defendants. 

25. The items coming under the head (a) amount to Halli Sicca 
Rs, 5,14,387-7-16. of which Rs. 4.36.901-10-0 have been realized from the estate 
of Kishen Ram Mahan Lai and Rs. 77,48.5-13-10 from that of Kathmal Gobardhau 
Las, The details of these items vill be found in appendix No. 1. 

The items i »r which we have allowe-d each defendant credit, retjuire cer- 
tain explanations, and we consider it desirable to give them heri'. 

In para 12 of the (roverninent plaint, which was based on the Treasury 
accounts to the end of 1301 Fasli, the amount of the sums realized from the estate 
of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai is put down at Halli Sicca Rs. 6,08,052-6-5. This 
sum includes Rs. 1.00,730-15-0 collected fr an Jaghirdara who accepted liability to 
the extent of Halli Sicca Rs. 1,29,000 out of the debts incurred by the de- 
fendants, As these defendants have already been absolved from liability for 
the debts transferred to the Jaghirdars, the sums realized from the latter should 
also be deducted from the receipts which have to be set off against the Govern- 
ment debt due by these defendants. Making this deduction, there remains a sum 
of Rs. 4,07,321-7-5 realized from the estate of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai to the 
end of 1301 Fasli. From the begimiing of 1302 Fasli to the end of 1308 Fasli, further 
sums have been realized from the estate of this defendant and credited in the joint 
aaKiunt. These sums amount to Rs. 1,01,2 18-9-,6. Against this amount the fol- 
lowing three sums aggregating Hs. 7l,638-t)-I0 have to be set off, leavintJ- a 
lialance of Ks. 29.580-2-7: — 

a. p. 

fl)— Received from Jaghirdars ... ... 3,763 10 0 

(2) — Interest on account of tlie Sir Salar Jung 

debts ... ... ... 60,209 12 10 

(8) — -Plealer’s em tluiuents in i-ertain cases ... 1,665 0 0 

Tom! .. 71.638 6 10 
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Item No. 1 req^uires no explanation after what has already been stated. 

Item No. 2 is credited in the Grovernment accounts to defendant No. 1 . 
There was no cash payment into the Treasury on this account. The defendant 
holds a Government bond on account of the Salar Jung debts amounting to Rs. 
2.15,711-5-0. In 1306 Fasli he applied to the Financial Secretary for the interest 
on this bond to be debited to him in that account and to be credited in the ac- 
wunt of the debts due by him. The Government having accorded its sanction to 
the proposal, cross entries were made in the accounts accordingly. We have now 
decided to strike ofE this amount from his credits and our reasons for doing so are 
these. As we have stated previously, the debts due to Government by the de- 
fendants amounting to Halli Sicca Rs. 19.56,896 do not include any interest, 
and are for principal alone. As we are not, at this stage, allowing the Govern- 
ment any interest, it is not fair that the defendants’ interest should be set off 
against the Government principal. We shall further on deal with the question of 
interest and then discuss this item. 

Item No. 3 is for fees paid to pleaders in defending claims of his credit- 
ors against defendant No. 1, relating to properties hypothecated by him in satis - 
faction of the Government debts. This amount has actually been paid from the 
Treasury and is a fair charge against him. Defendant No. 1 is thus entitled to a 
set off of Rs. 4,36,901-10-0 against the Government debt for sums realized from 
his estate. Rs. 4,07,221-7-5 collected up to 1301 Fasli and Rs. 29,580-2-7 for 
moneys received after that yeir. As regards defendant No. 2, the moneys 
recovered from his estate up to 1301 Fasli amounted to Rs. 66,402-2-0 and those 
realized subsequently aggregated the sum of Rs. 11.083-11-10, thus makiiig a 
total of Rs. 77,485-13-10. xis has been explained by the Government represen- 
tative in paragraph 12 of his report, the actual sums realized to the end of 3301 
Fasli amounted to Rs. 75,558-9-3. hut of this amount Rs. 9,156-7-3 were on ac- 
count of certain other liabilities against defendant No. 2. The.se siims which 
referred to a separate personal account of the defendant, should not have been 
entered in the joint account of the two defendants ; but owing to some mistake, 
they were so entered on both the credit and debit sides. The Government re- 
presentative in compiling his report struck them off on both sides, and we think 
he was right in so doing. We therefore hold that the defendants are entitled to 
a set off of Rs. 77,485-13-10 on account of sums realized from the estate of defen- 
dant No. 2. 

The total sum of money realized from the estates of the two defendants 
to be set off against the Government claim, thus amounts to Rs. 5,14,387-7-10. 

26. There are three items which fell under the head ( 6 ) as follows : — 

1st. A sum of Rs. (40,000) forty thousand, which 
was due to Nathmal Gobardhau Das from Rajah Mansiugh Rao 
ilado of the Aurangabad District, was transferred by the former to 



the Governnueut. The lJajah"& estate wub tor aoiiietime under af- 
tachinentj pending Inam inquiry and has since been restored 
to him. A sum of Rs. 1.66.499-12-2 was collected while the 
Inam inquiry was being conducted, and deposited in the Govern- 
ment Treasury. This sum has not yet been refunded to the Zemin- 
dar owing to several riovernment claims against him. This sum 
of Rs, 40,000 can rherofore be debited to the Rajah and credited to 
the defendants on the date on which the «econd defendant tran.s- 
ferred this loan to the Government, vsV., on the 29th Zihijja 1292 
Hijn (tide Government representative's report, para 21). 

2nd. Vinkohai, De^hpandia of 3’aragana Utlur, Taluka 
Tekmal, District Medak, is a debtor of the defendant Kishen Ram 
Mohan Lai, and the defendant has transferred this loan to the Gov- 
ernment. A sum of Rs. 1,159-12-3 has already been credited to 
the defendant on this account. It appears from para 22 of the 
report of the Government representatit e, that a further sum of Rs 
3,799-7-5 had accumulated in the District Treasury to the cud 
of 1302 Fasli. This sum should be debited to Vinkohai and cre- 
dited to the dofeudauts. 

3rd.’ Certatu suras were realized from a number of debt- 
ors <if the 1st defendant Kishen Ram Mohan Lai in the Xaldrug 
and Bidar Districts. It appears from para 24 of the report of the 
Government representative that a total sum of Its. 35,311-13.7 
was recovered in those Districts as follow-. ; — 

Hs a. p. 

>ialdrug ... ... 19,147 3 7 

Hidar ... ... 16.l6f 5 0 

Out of this, Rs. 20,691-11-1 were credited to the defendants as below : — . 

Hs. a. p 

Xaldrug ... ... 9,694 7 4 

Bidar ... ... 11.097 3 9 

A balance of Rs. 14,620-2-6 still remained at the time of the compi- 
lation of the report which should have been credited to them. Siuce thou a 
further sum of Rs. 2,500-5-0 has been receive! from the Nuldrug District and 
credited to the defendants in 1303 FaslL There thus remains a sum of Rs. 
12,119-13-6 for which the defendants ought to get credit. The details of this 
amount for each District are given below : — 

Rs. p, 

Naldrug ... ... 7.0,52 12 3 

Bidar ... ... 5.067 1 3' 



The iteuib to which the uefendauts are entitle I to credit antier th.* 
head ^61, may be summarised as below: — 

1. On arcouut of Jlajah Mansi ugh rs. p 

llao Jado ... ... 40,000 (t 0 

2. On account of Vinkobai . 11.799 7 i> 

3. On account of debtors of the Nal- 

driig and Bidar Districts ... 12^119 13 6 

Total ... 55,919 4 11 


We recommend that the defendant'^ be given credit for this sum of Rs. 
55,919-4-11, of which Bs. 40,000 have been recovered from the estate of the 
second defendant, and the balance Us. 15,919-4-11 from that of the l&t defendant. 
Tt may be that some further sums have subse luently been realized in those Dis- 
tricts, though it is not likely that these would amount to any considerable figure. 
It will be for the Accountant-Gene: al to satisfy himself on the point, and order 
cross entries to be made in respect of sums so realized. 

27. We have^now to deal with head (c). The defendants hypothecated 
with the Government certain jewels along with other properties for the satisfac- 
tion of the debts incurred by them. The subsequent proceedings in connection 
with these jewels became so complicated that it was with the greatest difficulty 
the Commission succeeded in tracing them to the parties to whom thej' were given 
by the orders of the Government. At one time it was suspected that a large portion 
of these jewels had been made away with while in the custody of the Gov- 
ernment. From the records then available the Government representative 
came to the conclusion that, of the jewels hypothecated by the defendants, 
jewels worth Rs. 2,80,709 were handed over to three persons with the object 
of effecting sales, and the balanee worth Rs. 1,82,400 were missing. As 
regards the latter, inquiries had t ) be male of Siddi Ambar All, Kbansaman of 
the late Sir Salar Jung Senior, who had charge of them during the latter’s admi- 
nistration i^ide report of the Government representative, para 8). Siddi Ambar 
Ali was therefore ex imined by the Commission but he was unable to throw any light 
on the point. Subsequently when the Coanfiission was inquiring into the liability 
of Hargopal Das, one of the three persons alluded to above, as regards the jewel® 
handed over to him, it was ascertained that, in addition to the records already 
available, it was likely that there were some others referring to these transactions, 
and that they were probably locked up in a cupboard in the Accountant-General’s 
office. On a search being made, a number of records, prepared in the Peshi Office 
of His Excellency Sir Salar Jung Senior, were found, through which all the 
missing jewels were traced to one of the three persons alluded to above, namely, 
Kishen Das, Jeweller. Although in some cases the descriptions of the jewels as 
originally given and in others the values originally recorded differ from those 



that appear in the records latterly discovered, it is practically certain that the 
jewels that were given to Kishen Das are identical -with those that were at one 
time supposed to be missing. Considering the lapse of time since these transac- 
tions took place, and the change in the description and value of the various articles, 
it was exceedingly difficult to identify them. The only person who could be 
expected to render assistance was Mohan Lai. the first defendant, but even he 
failed to do so. It was therefore left to the Government representative to perform 
this task with the assistance of the complicated records in the possession of the 
Commission. That officer has succee led as well as could be expected, and the 
result of his efforts will be gathered from Appendix 2 attached to this report. 
After these prefatory remarks, we proceed to discuss the point at issue. 

28, The value of the articles of jewellery hypothecated by the defen- 
dants was estimated, at the time, at Uhalni Rs. 4,72,100, of which those belonging 
to Kishen Ram Mohan Lai amounted in value to Ra. 3,97,200 (exhibit 15), and 
the remainder valued at Rs. 74,900 were the property of Nathmal Gobardhan Das 
{exhibit 16’'. The appraisers were two jewellers named Kishen Das and Bansi- 
Dhar. Evidently the valuation made by them did not err on the side of depreci- 
ation, for, were it &>). it was not likely that the debtors, Mohan Lai and Kishen Lai. 
would have allowed it to go unchallenged. On the contrary, it appears from exhi- 
bit 24 that the defendant Mohan Lai was anxious to have Jhe value of these jewels, 
as appraised by the jewellers, credited in the Government account. Rajah Gyangir, 
with whom a portion of Mohan Lai’s jewellery was mortgaged by Hargopal Das, 
has stated that the articles mortgaged with him could not be disposed of even at 
such an important gathering as the Delhi assemblage, because the prices put upon 
them were in excess of their appraised value, and higher than the articles were 
really worth. Of the articles mortgaged with Gyangir by Hargopal Das, there 
were five pieces of jewellery which belonged to the two defendants. Four of these 
whose appraised value was Rupees 88,000 were the property of Mohan Lai, and one 
worth Rupees 7,000 that of Nathmal Gobardhan Das. The value declared by 
Hargopal Das, however, to the mortgagee exceeded the appraised value by Rupees 
10,000, owing to an error in recording the price of a necklace (see exhibit 63). 
Subsequently in. 1295, or 7 years after the hypothecation, it was decidc'l to sell 
these five articles for Halli Sicca Rupees 62,000 (equivalent to Chaltii Ru^'Ces 
68,200), or Rupees 26,800 less than their appraised value (exhibits 58 and 59). 
Gyangir states in his deposition that Mohan Lai was one of the three persons who 
were trying to induce him to purchase these five jewels at the above price, and the 
negotiations fimply Med because he insisted that the balance of his mortgage 
money with interest should be paid to him in cash. 

On the 4th Ramzan 1289 Hijri, or eight months after the hypothecation 
of the jewels to Government, the debtors presented a petitim in which they ex- 
pressed their inability to dispose them of for the sum nt which they were valued, 
stating the slackness of; the market as the cause of their inability to sell them (see 
ferial No. 37 in Treasury file No. 290). 

The facts referred to above indicate that the valuation of the articles of 
jewellery hypothecated Jby the defendants was certainly not below, even if not 



above, their actual market value. We have thought it necessary to dwell on this 
point in such detail, because defendant No. 1 has recently asked in his written 
statement to have the value of the defendant’s jewellery entered in the Govern- 
ment account at eight lacs of Rupees. It is true that the market value of some 
precious stones, &c., not ibly emerald and pearls, has gone up now as compared 
with that period, but, at the same time, the price of diamonds has decreased consi- 
derably. Could the defendants’ jewels be now traced, we would be in a position 
to judge what they were likely to fetch, but, with the exception of the five articles 
in the possession of Rajah Gyangir, no trace of the others can be found. The de- 
fendant being aware of this circumstance, demands a much higher price than that 
at which they were originally valued. It must, however, be remembered that the 
Government from the outset insisted on these jewels being sold, and its feilure in 
disposing of them is mainly attributable to Mohan Lai’s unwillingness to sell them 
at the prices which were offered for them. Mohan Lai therefore is not now enti- 
tled to turn round and say that he should be credited with their value at the pre- 
sent market rate. At the same time it is now impossible to say what the actual 
value of thes^ articles was, and, under the circum<5tances, we have no other recourse 
left to us than to recommend that the defendants may be allowed a set off against 
the Government debt to the extent of the valuation made at the time. 

29. We have* previously stated that the valuation of these jewels 
amounted to Chalni Rupees 4,72,100. It appears from exhibit 20, that, of these, 
jewels worth Rupees 34,100 were given to Sheo Narayan. Gumashta of Kishen 
Ram Mohan Lai, for sale. Exhibit 21 shiwsthat, of the jewels so given, Sheo 
Narayan returned articles worth Rupees 16,900. Shea Narayan would thus be 
held responsible for Chalni Rupees 17,200, but on further reference to exhibits 21 
and 63, one article valued at Rupees 7,000 appears to hxve been made over ta 
Kishen Das. Sheo Narayan was therefore responsible for Rupees 10,200. Out of 
this, Sheo Narayan paid Rupees 6,050 into the Treasury, and the defendants have 
been credited with this amoiint on the 7th Ardibehisht 1283 Faslt. There thus 
remained a balance of Rupees 4,150 due, and, if we were satisfied that Sheo Nara- 
yan took away the jewels on his own account, independently of Mohan Lai, we 
would not hold the latter responsible for them, but firom the general conduct of 
Bheo Narayan in connection with the hypothecated jewellery, we came to the con- 
clusion that he was all along acting as the agent of Mohan Lai. For this reason, 
we were, from the beginning, of the opinion that Mohan Lai is responsible for this 
sum. At first, Mohan Lai demurred to this, but subsequently, when, in the records 
found in the locked cupboard, unquestionable proofs of the transfer of these jewels 
into the possession of Mohan Lai were forthcoming, he changed his tone and ad- 
mitted in exhibit 64 and subsequently in his deposition datjd 16th Sharivar 1307 
Fasli, that he was responsible for the sum of Chalni Rupees 4,150 due by Sheo 
Narayan. Thus, out of the jewels of the total value of Chalni Rupees 4,72,100', 
those valued at Rupees 4,150 were returned to Mohan Lai, so that their reduced 
value now amounts to Chalni Rupees 4,67,950. 

30- The sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 5,14,387-7-10 credited in lavor of 
the defendants .in para. 25 of this report, includes a sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 



1,31,199-15-9, eq^uivaleut cu Chalni Kuprie-s 1,44.320. rf'alizs.l from the sale of 
jewels through, the following persons : — 

E<!. 

]. Hargopal Bas ... ... 94,070 

2. Sheo Xarayau ... ... 6,i>50 

3. Kishtiu Daa ... ... 44.200 

From our investigation it app.iars that the sums realized tVirough Hargo- 
pal Das are smaller than those credited in his name, while those paid by Kishen 
Das are larger by the excess amount credited in the name of the former. We also 
find that Kishen Das should, in addition, have been credited with another sura of 
Rupees 15,000 ; but these are matters which we shall discuss when dealing with the 
respective liabilities of Hargopal Das and Kishen Das to Government. So far as 
defendants Nos. 1 and 2 are concerned, it is suflicient for us to state that they have 
already been credited with the value of a portion of their jewellertf which amounts 
to Rupees 1,44,320, and this sura has therefore to be »leducted from the total value 
of their jewellery amounting to Rupees 4,67.950. The result is a net balance of 
Chahii Rupees 3,23,630 and this, when converteddnfo Halli Sicca Rs. amounts to 
2,94,209-1-6. Out of this amount, another .sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 682-12-0 
has to be deducted, which, having been recovered from the heir of Kishen Das, has 
been credited to the defendants and is included in the .sunuof Rupees 5,14.387-7-10 
already'’ referred to. There thus remains a balance of Halli Sicca Rs. 2,93,626-5-6. 
This amount, the defendants are entitled to have set off on account of tlie value of 
their jewels against the clams of Government. 

31- Under the bead (d) fall the prices of the commodities supplied bv 
the defendants to the Government. Nathmal Gobardhau Da.'> was the contractor 
for supplying provisions, &c., for His Highnes.s’ RathHiaua and other establish- 
ments. The sums due by (government on this account were variously estimated 
by the defendants on different occasions. The amount due was hypothecated in 
satisfaction of the Government loan. In exhibit 2. the prices of these commodities 
were estimated at Chalni Rtipees 3,00,000. Subsequently, in 1293 Hijri, this estimate 
rose to rupees 7,00,000 (Exhibit 25). Later on, Kishen Das. the Chief Gnmashtsi 
of the firm and natural father of defendant No. 2. submitted a statement to thg 
Accountant-General in 1302 Hijri, in which he alleged the money due on this ac- 
count to amount to a little over 4,55,000. Leaving alone these estimates, let ns see 
what is the actual am-iuiit due according to accounts. The (rovernment representa- 
tive, in para, 16 of his report, has entered into an elaborate divsoussion of the mat- 
ter. It would appear from the various documents referre’i to by him that these 
accounts were in a very unsatisfactory state. An abstr.ict statement, however, 
prepared in the Central 'treasury m’iy be regarded as containiiig a practically ac- 
curate account. According to this abstract, the total price of the commodities sup- 
plied amounts to Chalni Rupees 19,47,865-10-0. Against this have to be setoff 
the various sums disbursed from the Treasury from time to time amounting to 
Chalni Rupees 17.65,128-11-6, leaving a balance of R’apees 1,82,736-14-6, Ac- 
cording to the account submitted by Kishen Das in 1302 Hijri, the })rice of com- 
modities supplied amounted to Chalni Rupees 20^06,559-2-9, an excess of Rupees 
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58,693-8-9 over the amount admitted by the Government. There is this differ- 
ence however that while the Treasury accounts are supported by the subsi- 
diary accounts submitted by the officers to whom the commodities were supplied, 
those submitted by Kishen Das are not supported by any vouchers at all. Defen- 
dant No, 2 also has not insisted on the correctness of the account submitted by 
Kishen Das and has admitted the correctness of the Government account, so far 
as the prices of the commodities are concerned. As regards the payments from the 
Treasury, Kishen Das admitted having received Itiipees 15,51,128-11-6, whereas 
according to Treasury accounts the sums disbursed amount to Rupees 17,65,128-11-6 . 
Government, therefore, claim an excess payment of Rupees 2.14,000. This excess 
is due to a sum '4’ Rupees 1,80,000, principal plus Rupees 34,000 interest paid to 
Sheo Lai Moti Lai on accjunt of the firm of Nathmal Gobardhan Das. Al- 
though Kishen Das did not allow a ere lit for this amount in the accounts submit- 
ted by him in 1302 Hijrl, he admitted liability for the principal, Rupees 1,80,000, 
iu his petition dated 22nd Rajah 1301 Hijri, and the accompanying .statement (ex- 
hibits 28 and 29). The facts connects I with this payment are these. The 
firm of Nathraal Gobardhan Das .stated that, of the commodities supplied by the 
firm, articles valued at Rupees 1,80,000, had been provided by Sheo Lai Moti Lai, 
and prayed that the amount may be disbursed to him. Ou the adjustment of ac- 
counts, the latter claimed interest, and a final settlement was made fior Rupees 
2,14,000. Defendant No. 2, iu his written statement, takes exception to this 
payment on the ground that it is not proved that Sheo Lai Moti Lai supplied any 
articles, and further states that admitting that Sheo Lai Moti Lai was entitled to 
the price of the supplies provided to the extent of Rupees 1,80,000. the G'>vern- 
meut cannot reasonably charge him with the amount of Rupees 34,000 paid as 
interest. With regard to the first objection, there is docurne.*'- j evidence to 
show that Sheo Lai Moti Lil actually supplied arcioie® -nluel at Rupees 
1,17,444-13-0 from his own shop, as appears from the su...„ diary account8.of Mir 
Jafar Ali Khan from 1277 to 1281 Fasli. This amount however does not of 
necessity represent the total value of lus supplies, nor is the Government concerned 
with the details of the accounts between the two parties after the defendant’s pray- 
er that a sum of Rupees 1,80,000 be paid to Sheo Lai Moti Lai. Now, as regards 
the second objection, Government have actually made a cash payment of Rupees 
34,000 for interest in accordance with the practice prevailing in those days, and 
there is no reason why it should suffer in a transaction which did not result in any 
profit to itself. We accordingly hold that the balance of Chalui Rupees 
1,82,736-14-6 struck by the Government representative, is correct, and that the 
defendants are entitled to a set off of Rs. 1,66,124-8-6. its equivalent in Halli 
Sicca Rupees, against the Government claim. 

32. Head (e) refers to a single item. Gunde Rao, Maktedar of Bachwa- 
ram and Yellapur, Furgana Tekmal, District Medak, was a debtor of Kishen 
Ram Mohan Lai and the Maktas owned by Gunde Rao were in possession, of the 
Sowcar in satisfaction of his debt. On the 22nd Janmdi-us-sani 1288 Hijri, the 
debtor struck a balance of Haiti Sicca Rupees 6,380 in favor of the creditor. The 
Sowcar continued in possession for two years after that date, when he handed 



over tli 3 inikfcji'j u <5 >veriiTni:it and they were taken possession of in pursu- 
ance of an ahkam issued on the 17th Shavval 1290 Hijri. The balance then 
due by the debtor was alleged by the creiitor to be Halli Sicca Rupees 7,000. 
A-lthough the miktas thus came in the possession of the Government, yet, 
owing to the interference of Gunde ilao, the revenue realized barely sufficed 
to meet the Governme rt quit rent, which is the first charge on lands held un- 
der the makta tenure. The matter having come to the notice of Government, 
rbe Sowcar stated that his debt had swelled to Clialni Rupees 19,359-5-3. Ac- 
cordingly orders were issued to tlie First Talukdar of Medak to realize that amount 
in instalments of Rupees 2,000 ]>er annum. In the meantime, Gunde Rao came 
forward and stated that he owed only Halli Sicca Rupees 7,000 on the 17 th Shavval 
1290 Hijri, out of which over Rupees 3,300 had been realized from his estate 
and he was willing to pay the remaining 3,600 and odd Rupees [vide Gunde 
Rao’s yad dasht, dated 13th Safar 1303 Hijri on file No. 62, deposits, office of 
the Accountant-General). From subsequent correspondence in the same file, it 
appears that Gunde Rao objected to the sum of Chalni Rupees 19,000, alleged 
by the Sowcar to be due by him and insisted that he only owed Halli Sicca 
Rupees 7,000, of which a portion had already been recovered, and he was will- 
ing to pay the balance. The Government representative in para 20 of his re- 
port has discussed the matter in detail, and after admitting that the claim for 
Chalni Rs. 19,000 was preposterous, has recommended the following compromise : — 

1. That the sum of Rs. 6,380 admitted <lue by the debtor on 
the 22nd Jamadi-us-sani 1288 be taken as principal. 

2. That an equal sum be allowed as interest. 

3. That from the total sum of principal and interest amounting 
to Rs. 12,760, Rs. 6,976-13-7 already realized by the Sowcar and 
the Government from the estate of the debtor, be deducted and a 
Imlance of Rs. 5,783-2-5 be recovered from Gunde Rao. 

We accept the principle of the compromise proposed by the Government 
representative, but we bold that the debtor having subsequently admitted his 
liability to the Sowcar at Rs. 7,000 on the 17th Shavval 1290 Hijri, the amount 
of the principal should be fixed at that amount and not at Rs. 6,380. The 
amount of Ks. 6,976-13-7 realized from the estate of the debtor includes a sum 
of Rs. 1,627-12-9 recovered by the Sowcar previous to the l7th Shavval 1290 
Hijri. This sum should therefore be deducted from the total sum realized, and 
the balance Rs. 5,349-0-10 represents the amounts collected by the Government. 
Deducting thri am >unt from Rs. 14,000 representing the principal and interest 
due to the Sowcar, a sum of Rs. 8,650-15-2, or Rs 8,651 in round numbers, re- 
mains, which has to be realized from Gunde Rao. The sum of Rs. 5,349-0-10 
has already been credited to the defendants and they are entitled to a further cre- 
dit of Rs 8,651. It will be for the Government to recover the latter sum firom 
the miil'tats of Gunde Rao, which ate still in its possession. 
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33. Under tbe head (f) come two items of the debts of Sir Salar Jung 
transferred by the Government to itself, for which Treasury bonds w'ere given to 
the defendants. The bond of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai amounts to HalH Sicca 
Its. 2,15,711-5-0 and that infavourof Mathmal Gobardhan Das to Rs 73,616-7'9. 
The defendants are entitled to a set off of Rs. 2,89,327-12-9 on account of the 
principal of these two bonds. 

These bonds bear interest at 4 annas per cen^. per mensem, or 3 Rupees 
per cent, per annum. The interest calculated at this rate to the end of 1308 Fasli 
amounts to Rs. 80,586-2-3 on Mohan Lai’s bond, and to Rs. 27,501-14-9 on the 
bond of Nathmal Gobardhan I >as, making an aggregate sum of Rs. 1,08,088-1-0. 
Up to now we have only taken int > account the principal sums on both sides, and 
so tiir as the present inquiry is cmcernsd, we do not propose to make a final settle- 
ment of tlie accounts between the Government and the 1st two defendants. All 
that we have attempted to do is to fix the liability of the defendants for the va- 
rious sums drawn by them from the Treasury and the moneys paid hy the Gov- 
ernment on their behalf to their creditors. Against this, we have set off the sums 
that have been realised by the Government from their estates as well as those 
that have to be credited to them on different accounts. The tangled web of com- 
plicated accounts has thu.8 been unravelled, and up to the end of 1308 Fasli all 
items that could he traced have been taken into consideration and disposed of. 
There is however no such thing as finality as regards these transactions between 
the Government and the defend mts. Government has not finally discharged its 
liability as surety to Saltan Nawaz Jung. Whatever money is hereafter paid to 
tSultan Nawaz Junsf will have to be charged to the defendants. Then some of the 
properties hypothecated by the defendants will have to be sold and the proceeds 
credited to the defendants. Moreover, it is not unlikely that some more moneys 
may have been realized from the defendants’ estites, which will have to be taken 
into account on information being communicated by tbe several departments con- 
cerned. It will thus be seen that it is impossible, just at present, to arrive at a 
final settlement of the defendants’ accounts and wa have therefore not thought it 
desirable, at this stage, to calculate interest on the items on either side. In 
addition to these, there is another reason why we think that the question of inter- 
est should remain open for the pre-ent. Defendaiit .\o. I has filed a claim against 
Government for Halli Sicca Rs. 1,17,93,140 on account of old debts consisting of 
Rs. 8,91,268 principal, and Rs. 1,09,01,872 interest. Whatever balance is there- 
fore found due to the Goverument in the present claims will, of necessity, have to 
be set off against the Is*’ defendant’s old claim, as the sale of the remaining pro- 
perties hypothecated by the defendants is not likely to realize a sum large enough 
to satisfy even the greater portion of the Government balance. It will therefore 
be to the interest of both sides to postpone the final settlement of the interest of 
the present claims u til the demands of the defendant against the Government have 
been inquired into. The course proposed by us applies generally to items on 
both the debit and the credit sides. But there ought to be an excepti'on in favour 
of the bonds on account of the Salar J ung debts. When a special committee was 
appointed with the object of finrling ways and means for the liquidation of these 
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debts, Government represented that, as lai’ge sums were due by the two defendants 
to the Government, ro settlement could be arrived at with them until the Govern- 
ment claims against them were disposed of. It was thereupon resolved that 
adjustment of the Salsr Jung debts with the defendants be held over till after the 
settlement of the Government claims. That settlement has now been arrived at 
by us, and we have firoposed to set oif the principal of the Salar Jung bonds 
against the principal of the Government claims. For obvious reasons, it is desira- 
ble to finally adjust the accounts so far as the Salar Jung debts are concerned, and 
to attain this object, it is necessary to make cross entries of the interest of these 
debts also. It is however not fair that the interest on these bonds should be set 
off against the Government principal- We are therefore of the opinion that, by 
means of cross entries, the interest on these debts should be debited to the defend- 
ants in the Salar Jung debt accounts, thus finally disposing of them; and the 
amount should be credited, not against the principal, but against the interest that 
may hereafter be calculated on the present claims. The amount of interest on 
the bond in favour of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai is Rs. 80,586-2-3. Of this, 
Rs. 66,209-12-10 have been credited to him against the Government principal in 
1306 Fasli. In accordance with our present proposal, this amount should now be 
debited against the principal and credited in the interest account. There should, 
in addition, be a fresh entry of the remaining Rs. 14,376*5-5 on the credit side of 
the account of the Government claims. The interest on the bond of the 2nd 
defendant amounting to Rs. 27,501-14-9 should also be credited in the same 
account. 


34. Having dealt with all the items for which the defendants are 
entitled to a set off, we now summarise the re'”ihs. The following are the sums 
which should be set off against the priucipa* oi the Government claims : — 


a. 

Sums realized by the Government from 





the estates of the defendants and cre- 

Ri. 

a. 

p- 


dited to them (para 25) ... 

5,14,387 

7 

10 

h. 

Sums so realized but not credited to 





them (para 26) 

56,919 

4 

11 

c. 

Value of the jewels hypothecated by 





them (para 30) 

2,93,626 

5 

6 

d. 

Prices of the commodities supplied by 





them (para 31) ... ... 

1,66,124 

8 

6 

e. 

Sums due by persons whose properties 





were banded over to Government by 





the defendants (para 82) 

8,651 

0 

0 

f. 

Debts due by the Government to the 





defendants (para 33) 

2,89,327 

12 

9 


Total ... 

13,28,036 

7 

6 
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Thus Ka. 13,28,036-7-6 have to be set off against the principal of the 
Government claims. Out of this, Rs. 5,14,387-7-10 have already been credited 
in the defendants' account, and Rs. 8,13,648-15-8 have now to be credited by 
means of cross entries as already indicated by us. In pira 24 of this report, we 
have fixed the amount of the Government principal at Rs. 19,56,896. Deducting 
from this the sura of Rs. 13,28,030-7-6, we find that the balance due by the 
defendants amounts to Halli Sicca Rs. 6,28,859-8-6. 

35. Of the properties hypothecated by the defendants, specified in 
exhibits 1 and 2, we have dealt with the value of the jewels, prices of the com- 
modities, and the Salar Jung debts. Besides these, the proceeds of other properties 
which were subsequently handed over or pointed out by them have also been 
credited in their account. The remaining properties hypothecated by them as 
specified in the above tAvo documents are as below : — 


Serial 

Number. 

Name of the defen- i 
dant owning the I 

property. 1 

1 

1 

Description. 

Number 

or 

quantity. 

1 

Nathmal Gobardhan 
Das. 

** 

Sillad.iri Horses in the Hyderabad 
Lancers 

150 

2 

Do. 

House and garden situate in the 
City of Hyderabad ... 

1 

3 

D'. 

Houses situate in the Residency 
limits ... 

Not specified 

4 

Do. 1 

[ Shops and bungalows situated 
1 within Secunderabad Cantonment 
limits ... 

Do. 

5 

Kishen Ram Mohan 
Lai. 

Lachman Bagh 

1 


The number of iSilladari horses hypothecated by defendant No 2 has now 
dwindled down to 65. The horses as they died were not replaced by the defendant 
and his interest in them has lapsed. Of the 65 horses now remaining, 63 are in the 
First Imperial Lancers and 2 in the Lancers Regiment of the Regular Troops. At 
the request of the Government representative, the Commander of His Highnesh’ 
forces has been desired to keep the savings accruing, after deducting the expenses 
incurred in the upkeep of these horses, in deposit, and whatever money is thus 
accumulated will be credited to the defendants. As regards the horses themselves, 
we recommend that the defendants’ interest in them be sold by public auction, and 
the proceeds applied to the liquidation of the Government debt. 

The house aud garden, of Nathmal Gobardhan Das situated in tiie City is 
in a dilapidated condition and has long been under attachment in execution of a 
decree obtained by Sultan Nawaz Jung. The Government, having a lien on the 
house, are entitled to have it sold in satisfaction of their debt, but, as it has been 



attached by order of a Court of Law, it will be neceb>ary to seek the assisbince of the 
Court. Should the Gov'erument resolve to have this house sold, it is not unlikely 
that tedious and troublesome litigation will have to be resorted to. As the claims 
of defendant No 1 on account of old debts are likely to cover the Government balance, 
we would suggest that Government t-hould abstain from appealing to a Civil Court 
for redress. 

The houses of defendant No. 2 situate in the Residency limits have not 
been specified in exhibits 1 and 2, but the terms used comprehend all immovable 
property of the defendant situate in those limits. On a reference to exhibit 88, it 
appears that there are in all 8 houses and mudgies situate in those limits, 
now in the possession of the defendant, 5 of which are in the Residency Bazaars 
and 3 iti Hashmat Ganj, It will be for the Government to decide, in communica- 
tion with the Resident, whether it is nece&bary to have them sold. It also appears 
that one house and one mudgi have been sold by the defendant to two difierent 
persons, and as Government will have to enter into a course of litigation to prove 
their right of lien to them, we would rec immend that these properties should be 
left alone. 

As regards shops and bungalows situated in the limits of the Secunder- 
abad Cantonment, it appears from enquiries made by us that there was only one 
house at Bovvenpally and this was sold by the present •defendant for a sum of 
Rupees 1,000 (ste exhibit 88 and the deposition of the defendant, Chunni Lai, 
recorded on the 15th Aban 130r Fasli). As Government will have to apply for 
redress to a Civil Court in order to prove their right to this property (and we 
think that Government should, as a rule, abstain from entering into such disputes), 
we would recommend Government not to take any action in the matter. 

The estate of Lachman Bagh hypothecated by defendant No. 1 was, at 
the timj, valued at R ipees 1,00,003. There is a bazaar attached to this estate 
which yields some revenue. This estate was attached by Government and handed 
over to Muthavvar Jung Bahalur. This gentleman and his son Nawab Mukarrab 
-ud-Da«lah Bahadur administwed the estate for about 17 years and remitted to 
the Treasury Rupees 26,881-14-6 after deducting the charges for collection and 
maintenance of the garden and temple. This sum has already been credited to 
the defendants. Subsequently, Government ordered the Talukdar of Medak to 
take over charge of it. This estate remained all along in the first defendant’s 
possession during the time that it was administered by Muthavvar Jung and 
his son and whatever sums were paid by him to Muthavvar Jung <&o., were 
remitted by the latter to the Treasury after deducting the charges for collec- 
tion. The said defendant has also been in possession since its transfer to the charge 
of the First Talukdar of Medak, but has failed to remit any moneys to that 
officer. He has lately represented to the Commission that the estate is really a 
gift in trust for the God Balaji, and he hypothecated it in the hope that he would 
shortly be able to liquidate the Government debt and restore the estate to the 
trust. His expectations not having been realized, he iu)W prays that the property 
be relinquished. Whether the property is a trust or not, the Commission is not in 
a position to determine, but it is a fact that there is a temple attached to the estate 



and a \&vgtj(ftra is held every year. Under the circumstauce.s, we refrain, for the 
ja'esent, from recommending the grant of the defendant’s prayer, but, taking all 
the circumstances into consideration, we are of the opinion that the estate may be 
allowed to be administered by the defeiidant, who should submit periodical accounts 
of the receipts and disbursements to the Accountant-General. This arrangement 
may be allowed to continue until the final settlement of the accounts witJi the 
defendants is effected. Should any balance be then found owing by the defendants, 
the Government will consider w'hether this estate should be sold in satisfaction of 
that balance or not. 

It appears that defendant No. 2 owned some shops and other property in 
Maharaj Ganj. These have been sold by him to different persons. As these 
properties were not specifically hypothecated in satisfaction of the Government loan, 
it would be useless to take any proceedings reg.nrding them. 

Besides the amounts specified by us in this report, it is likely that more 
sums may have been realized from the following sources, and it will he for the 
Accountant-General to ascertain what, if any, sums have been so recovered, and to 

cause them to be credited to the defendants : — 

* 

1. From their debtors in the districts. 

2. From judgment debtors in the execution of their decrees in the 

Civil Courts. 

3. Savings effected after defraying the expenses of the upkeep of 

the Silladari horses. 

36. We have dealt with all the pha.ses of the Government claims as 
affecting defendants Nos. 1 and 2 and now proceed to determine the liabilities of 
the remaining defendants. Ram Lai and others, heirs of Hargopal Das of the 
firm of Mahanand Ram Puranmal, have been joined as defendant No. 3. Exhibits 
18 and 19 specify the articles of jewellery entrusted to Hargopal Das with the object 
of raising money on them, and Exhibit 62 specifies the terms on which these articles 
were taken by him. It appears from the last mentioned document that Hargopal 
Das took possession of jewels valued at Rs. 3 ,48,000 on the distinct understanding 
that he would mortgage them for a sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 80,000 and remit 
the money to the Treasury. The value of the jewels given in thi,s exhibit 
amounting to Rupees 1,48,000 differs from that given in exhibits 18 and 19, the 
total of which aggregates Rupees 1,58,400. On a reference to the several docu- 
ments concerned, we find that the prices of the following articles have been over- 
written in exhibits 18 and 19 as compared with those given in exhibits 16 and 16, 
to the extent of Rupees 10,500. 



Name or 
deaonpiioii of 
aitiole. 


Value apprai-j 
ted as ffiven 
in exhibit 
15 


Value apprai- Value over- 
sed as given written iii 
111 exhibit exhibit 

I 16. 18 


Value over- 
written in 
exhibit 
] 9 . 


Excess. 


Satlara (necklace): 
uf pearls. 

Pair Kangan 
(wristlets) small. 

Total Excess 


Rs. 
25,000j 


a. 1 p. 1 Rs. I a. 

i ' 

0 0 

! 

i 


1,500, 


' ■ « • * • > 


01 


EiS. 


a. , p, I Ils, 

' 35,000' 


0 2 , 000 ! 


a. 'p 

0 * 0 ! 


0 , 


0 , 


Rs. 

10,000 

500 


10,500 


0 

0 


0 


It thus appears that the value of the jewels, the appraised value of which 
was oiily Rupees 1,47,900, was recorded in exhibits 18 and 19 at Rupees 1,58,400. 
Exhibit 62 indicates that this enhanced value was not recorded because of any 
subsequent appraisement, and this mistake was probably the result of clerical error. 
We would therefore put down the prices of these jewels atChalni Rupees 1,47,900. 


In exhibit 62 Hargopal D is undertook to mortgage these same jewels 
for a sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 80,000 and remit the money to the Treasury. 
Exhibits 52 and 53 however show that Hargopal Das did not keep to his engage- 
ment. He retained jewels value! at Rupees 52,900 in his own possession, and 
only mortgaged those worth Rupees 95,000 plus other jewels valued iit Rupees 
7,000 for a sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 80,004. Of the sum so realised by him from 
the mortgage, he only remitted Halli Sicca Rupees 78,182-3-0 equivalent to chalui 
Rupees 86,000 to the Treasury, thus retaining Halli Sicca rupees 1,821-13-0 himself 
(see exhibit 33). It would thus appear that the intentions of Hargopal Das were, 
from the outset, fraudulent. He induced the Government to believe that he 
could only raise Halli Sicca Rupees 80,000 on the mortgage of jewels valued 
at Chalni Rupees 1,47,900, whereas he actually raised that amount on jewellery 
of much less value, keeping the remaining articles in his own possession. More- 
over, he did not remit the whole of this sum to the Treasury but retained 
nearly Rupees 2,000. Had Hargopal Das acted in good fe,ith, the Govern- 
ment could not fairly hold him responsible for the difference in the value of 
the jewels and the money actually paid into the Treasury. Having however acted 
as he did, Government is entitled to realize the difference from him. As has 
already been stated, the value of the jewels entrusted to him was Chalni Rupees 
1.47,900. Out of this, he paid a sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 78,182-3-0 equivalent 
to Chalui Rupees 86,000 into the Treasury. Government is therefore entitled to 
recover from his heirs a further sum of Chalni Rupees 61,900. The equivalent 
of this amount in Halli Sicca Rupees is 66,272-12-3, and we recommend that this 
amount be recovered from the heirs of Hargopal Das. The heirs of Hargopal Das 
(Mahanand Ram Puran Mai) have large claims against the Government, some of 
which have already been disposed of by the Commission, while others are pending 
inquiry. On the other baud, Government claim fi’ora them a large amount for 



suDfi'is advanced to tlieir firm from time to time. The amount of the present claim 
should therefore he added to the lar^e outstandings already claimed. Then remains 
the question of iuterest on the balance due by the defendant. This question should 
be reserved till the final settlement of the claims of both parties. 

Tn the Government accounts, Hargopal Das has been credited with a 
sum of Chalni Rupees 94,070 insteid of the sum of Rupees 86,000, thus giving 
him an excess credit for Chalni Rupees 8.070. Looking into the details, we find 
that whereas according to Hargopal Das’ account a sum of Halli Sicca Rui^ees 
11,064-0-0 equivalent to Chalni Rupees 12,170 wa-i paid by him into the treasury, 
on the 25th Shaban 1290 Hijri, corresponding with the Oth Azur 1283 Fasli, the 
entries in the Government account on that date give him a credit for Halli Sicca 
Rupees 18,400 equivalent to Chalni Rupees 20,240. Thus an excess credit for 
Halli Sicca Rupees 7,336 equivalent to Chalni Rupees 8,070 has been given him. 
This sum has therefore to be deducted from the credit given him, or to be debited 
to him. The fact however is that this amount was actually paid into the Treasury, 
and our surmise is that this payment was made by Kishen Das, to whom jewellery 
valued at over three lacs of Rupees was handed over for sale. Kishen Das is now 
dead and has not been represented before us. We have therefore not been in a 
jiosition to make a final settlement of the accounts so far as he is concerned. 
Further on, we shall give our exparte views so far as his liabilities connected 
with these jewels are concerned. At present, it is sufficient to say that this 
sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 7,336 (Chalni Rupees 8,070) should he ci edited to 
Kishen Das, Appendix I [I attached to this report gives the liabilities jf the heirs 
of Hargopal Das in the light of the decision arrived at by us. 

There is one more point connected with the jewels entrusted to Hargf»pal 
Das. As has already been stated, a number of these articles were mortgaged by 
him for a sum of Halli Sicca Rupees 80,004. The person with whom this tran- 
saction was effected was Raja Gyangir Bahadur, 'L'he latter has frequently applied 
to the Government for the redemption of these jewels after the payment of his 
principal and interest. Government has all along repudiated its personal liability, 
and considering the nature of the transaction between him and Hargopal Das, Gov- 
ernment camiot either legally or morally be held liable to him. We would there- 
fore recommend the Government to inform the Hajah that it does not consider 
itself responsible for the transaction and that he is at liberty to take any legal 
proceedings that he may be advised against the heirs of Hargopal Das. 

37, Defendants 4, 5 and 6 are jagirdars who owe money to Govern- 
ment for certain bills of exchange drawn on them by Kishen Ram Mohan Lai, 
which they honoured. Sardar AU Khan, uncle of defendant No. 4 Abbas Ali 
Khan, honourelone bill of exchange amounting to Rupees 15,000, p,ayable at the 
end of Zihijja 1288 Hijri (exhibit 68). Of this. Rupees 10,750-0-3 were recovered 
from 1283 to 1285 Fasli, leaving a balance of Rupees 4,249-15-9 still due. Abbas 
AU Khan has been recognized as heir to Sardar AH Khan, whose jagirs have been 
restored to him by Government. He is therefore liable for the balance due by his 
uncle. Abbas AU Khan accepts the liability so far as principl is concerned, but he 



deiiiurs to paving iiiterebt on the ground that there no express stipulation for 
its payment. Although there was no stipulation to that effect, yet as Sardar Ali 
Khan and subsequently Abbas Ali Khan failed to abide by their contract, they are, 
in justice, bound to pay reasonable interest. As regards the rate of interest, we 
think we should not allow more th in 6 per cent, per annum, which the laws of the 
country lay down as the highest rate to be charged in such cases. Calculating in- 
terest at this rate, it amounts to Halli Sicca Rupees 6,153-10-3, and adding the 
principal, the total claim against this delendant aggregates Halli Sicca Rupees 
10,403 10-0. We accordingly hold this defendant liable to Governineut for the above 
sum. The details of this account will be found in Appendix IV. 

38. The fifth defendant. Nawab Tahavvar Jung Rukn-ul-Mulk Baha- 
dur Khan-i-Dauran honoured 2 bills of exchange amounting to Halli Sicca Rupees 
58,000 payable on the last day of Zihijja 1239 Hijri (exhibits 70 and 71). Of 
this sum. Rupees 53.744 8-9 have been recovered and a balance of Halli Sicca 
Ripees 4,255-7-3 is still due. Nawab 'I’aha war Jung Bahadur admits liability tor 
these bills of exchange, bat stites that the balance due by him amounts to Rupees 
3,431-5-9 and not to Rupees 4,2.)5-7-3 as alleged on behalf of the Government 
(exhibit 69). He has not however been able to satisfy us on this point. We there- 
fore admit the correctness of the am )uut of principal claimed by the Government. 
As regards interest, the defendant states that he his paid a portion to the defen- 
dant, Mohan Lai, amounting to Chain! Rupees 2,470-7-0 (exhibit 72), and for the 
balance prays that the Govermneut will be pleased to relinquish it in consideration 
of the high p jsition of defendant’s family and his straitened circumstances. Defen- 
dant No. 1 admits having received Ohalni Rupees 2,470-7-0, but alleges that this 
payment was made to him in liquidation of his own debt by the Nawab. Whether 
the Nawab paid this amount to Mohan Lai in liquidation of another debt or in pay- 
ment of the interest on the Government claim, is not relevant to the question at 
issue. Mohan Lai was not an agent of the Government and any sums paid to him 
cannot be debited against the Government. Interest at 6 per cent, per annum 
amounts to Halli Sicca Rupees 6,806-8-8 and adding the principal to it, the whole 
aggregates Halli Sicca Rupees 11,061-15-6. Weaccoidingly hold the 5th defen- 
dant liable for the alx)ve amount. The details of this defendant’s accounts will be 
gathered from Appendix V. As regards the defemlaut’s prayer for the relinquish- 
ment of interest, we see no reason to support him. The Government advanced cash 
from its Treasury on the distinct understanding that it would be repaid within a 
specified period. The defendant &iled to carry out his undertaking, and Govern- 
ment is entitled to be recouped for the loss it has sustained by paying interest to its 
own creditors. In those days. Government could not raise money on less than 9 
per cent, per annum. The interest charged to the defendant is only 6 per cent., so 
that Government will sustain loss even at the rate charged. 

39. Defendant No. 6 is liable for the bills of exchange accepted by two 
persons amounting to Halli Sicca Rupees 47,000. His father, Nawab Daood Khan, 
honoured one for Rupees 40,00'), and his uncle, Mohomed AU Khan, accepted 
another for Rupees 7,000, 'Phe jagirs of both these persons have been restored by 
the Government to Mohomed Anwar Khan, and he is therefore liable for any balance 



that may be due by them. Nawab Daood Khan paid HalU Sicca Rupees 36,236-6-0 
in his lifetime, and the balance Rupees 3,763-10-0 was recovered from his son, the 
present defendant. There is therefore nothing due by this defendant so far as the 
principal of the bill of exchange accepted by his father is concerned, but he is liable 
for interest on sums that were recovered after the last day of Zihijja 1289 Hijri, 
that being the date on which his father’s bill of exchange became due. As will 
appear from Appendix VI, this interest amounts to Halli Sicca Rupees 7,346-4-3 
at 6 per cent per annum, and we hold this defendant liable for the above amoun 
on account of the bill of exchange honoured by his father. 

As resrards the sum of Rupees 7,000 for the bill of exchange accepted by 
Mohomed Ali Khan, uncle of the defendant, no portion of this amount has been 
realized. The defendant states that the first defendant, Mohan Lai, is liable for 
this amount (exhibit 73). On inquiry we have ascertained that Mohan Lai wa.s 
administering the jagirs of Mohomed Ali Khan on behalf of the latter, and the 
contention of the defenJant is that on the jagirs being restored to his prede- 
cessor, Mohan Lai w.is allowed the debit of this amount in the accounts. There 
is nothing to prove the contention of the defendant. Moreover, the defendant 
being liable to the Government, no payment which was made by the defendant 
to his own agent could he set off against the moneys due to the Government. If 
Mohan Lai has received payment, the defendant should institute legal proceedings 
against him. We hold this defendant liable for the principal due by his uncle 
along with interest equivalent t5 the principal, namely, Halli Sicca Rupees 14,000. 
This defendant is therefore liable to Government to a total sum of Halli Sicca 
Rupees 21,346-4-3, viz., Rupees 7,346-4-3 on account of his father, and Rupees 
14,000 on account of his uncle. 

« 

We give below an abstract of the amounts due by the defendants 4, 5 
and 6 on account of the bills of exchange honoured by them or their prede- 
cessors. It will be observed that they owe to Government Halli Sicca Rupees 
42,811-13-9 of which Halli Sicca Rupees 16,505-7-0 are for principal and Halli 
Sicca Rupees 27,306-6-9 for interest : — 
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principal 

due. 
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Total. 
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Rs. 
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We have now dealt with the liabilities of the defendants who have 
appeared and defended before us the claims preferred against them. There is, 
however, one party to these traiisactious who has not been represented. A number 
of artioles of jewellery, valued at Ohalni Rupees 3,14,000, were handed over to a 
jeweller named Kishen Das. This man is now dead and none of his heirs could 
be traced by the Commission till about the time when the enq[uiry was coming to a 
close. About the end of 1308 Fasli, the Accountant-General furnished the Com- 
mission with a statement of the moneys recovered from the estates of the first two 
defendants subsequently to the year 1301 Fasli and in this account was credited a 
sum of Haiti Sicca Rupees 582-1 2-0 recovered by instalments from the mansab of 
a person who in believed to be the heir of Kishen Das. As the enquiry into these 
cases ha I practically eulel ab the time, thf Commission did not think it desirable 
to protract it in order to put this heir of Kishen D.is on his defence. The materials 
are at hand on which this claim can be based, and Government can hereafter file a 
separate suit against him. In the meantime we give the facts that have been 
gathered from exparte investigation. The following documents establish the 
Governraent contention that jewels valued at Chalni Rupees 3,14,000 were given 
over to Kishen Das : — 


u 


B 





Description of document 


Value of jewellery 
handed over. 




Rs. 

1 

a. 

p- 

1 

1 

Exhibits 21 and 65 

O 

o 

o 

0 

0 

o 

Jmt 

List of jewels dated 3rd Zihijja 1290 Hijri (File No. 
290 of the Central Treasury) 

1 

22,700 

0 

0 

3 

Exhibit 22 ... 

40,000 

0 

0 

4 

Exhibit 23 

50,900 

0 

0 

5 

Exhibit G6 ... ... 

12,500 

0 

0 

6 

Exhibit 67 

2,500 

0 

* 0 

7 

List of jewels dated 24th Jamadi-ul-avval 1294 
Hijri, which were subsequently purchased by Gov- 





ernment 

60,800 

0 

! 

0 

8 

1 Exhibit 63 

1,12,600 

i 

0 

0 

9 

Exhibit 27 

j 

1 15,000 

1 

0 

0 


1 

Total ... 

3,14,000 

0 

0 


41. The above amount is not in accordance with the prices of the 
various articles of jewellery recorded in the documents referred to in the 



preceding paragraph. We have arrived at the iigures given in that paragraph 
by comparing the descriptions of the articles as given in these documents with 
those in exhibits 15 and IG, and wherever we have discovered differences in 
their values, we have abided by those recorded in the latter. We have fre- 
<juently come across discrepancies even in the matter of the descriptions of 
these articles and, in such instances, we have fixed upon their identity by 
comparing the several lists. Having made these prefiitorv remarks, we proceed 
to discuss the several docaments referred to at the end of paragraph 40. There 
is no discrepancy in the values of the articles recorded in the documents which 
have been marked as Nos. 1, 2 and 3 in the previous paragraph. There is. 
however, one point connected with No. 3, which may be referred to here. 
The values of the articles given in exhibit 22 amounting to Rupees 40,000 
correspond w'ith those given in exhibit 15, and so far there is no discrepancy, 
but it appears fiom Shanker Rao’s Hukka dated 1st Safar 1293 Hijri (see tile 
of the Central Treasury No. 290) that the stones in these articles were reset 
ill constructing certain jewels for His Highness, and at that time they w'ere 
appraised at a reduced value of Rupees 25,000, and defendants Nos. 1 and 2 
were accordingly credited at this reduced amount for their value. We shall 
deal with the question of this subsequent appraisement in its proper place. 
We have, however, thought it necessary to refer to this matter in this place 
to avoid misunderstanding. 

Referring to No. 4, we find that the value of the jewels given in 
exhibit 23 amounts to Rupees 51,400, whereas, on a comparison with exhibit 
15, we find that their proper value is only Rupees 50,903. This increase of 
Rupees 500 is due to the enhancement in the value of one jewel called tilari 
evidently recorded in exhibit 23 through clerical error. We have, however, 
reduced it to its proper valuation and given the total amount of this exhibit 
at Rupees 50,900 instead of Rupees 51,400. 

As regards No, 5, it appears from exhibit 66 that certain sovereigns 
w^hose appraised value as given in exhibit 16 was Rupees 12,500 were subse- 
quently appraised at Rupees 13,200, thus enhancing their value by Rupees 700, 
For obvious reasons, we have given them the same value as was originally 
appraised, wis, Rupees 12,500. 

In item No. 6 also there has been a similar increase in the value of 
sovereigns amounting to Rupees 78-10-0 (compare exhibits 16 and 67), and for 
• similar reasons we have allowed the same value to them as is given in exhibit 16. 

Item No. 7 refers to a number of articles of jewellery handed over to 
Kishen Das from among the jewels owned by defendant No. 1 for the purpose of 
resetting them in jewels required for His Highness the Nizam and Her Highness 
Vahid-un-nisa Begum Sahiba. The total value of these articles, as given in 
exhibit 15, amounts to Rupees 60,800, which differs from that given in a list 
dated 24th Jamadi-ul-avval 1294 Hijri, on file No. 399 for 1296 Hijri of the office 
of Shankar Rao, by Rupees 19,700, the value of these jewels given in the latter 



being only Rupees 31,100. The following are the details of the di^c^epaneies in 
the value ol the various articles : — • 


Name or <ie«OTiptioii of 
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It will be observed that articles that were originally valued at Rupees 
50,800 were subsequently reduced to Rupees 31,100. Going into details, we find 
that while at this second valuation the value of one article increased by only 
Rupees 300, the values of three other costly jewels depreciated to the extent o£ the 
considerable sum of Rupees 20,000. In this second valuation the hand of Kishen 
Das is palp.ibly visible, who, having originally appraised these four articles at 
Ruje's 45.700, subsequently reduced their value by Rupees 19,700 when he had 
to make profit out of them. Defendant No. 1 was no party to thi*; second valua- 
tion, and as it was made by an interested party, the said defendant cannot be made 
to suffer on that account. We have accordingly allowed their original appraised 
value to stand against the name of Kishen Das. 

Item No. 8 refers to a number of articles of jewellery handed over to 
Kishen Das on the 21st Shavval 1296 Hijri. 3 he list then made, which has been 
marked as exhibit 63, only mentions the names of these articles wdthout giving 
their value. It would seem that these were the only jewels then remaining in 
the possession of the Government, the others having already been given to Har- 
gopal Das, Sheo Narayan, and Eashen Das. Although the values of these articles 
have not been given in the list, we have arrived at them after eliminating the other 
articles already given to various persons, and by this process we have succeeded in 
fixing their collective value at Rupees 1,12,600. 

Item No. 9 refers to 5 articles of jewellery, whose value, according to 
exhibits 15 and 16, would amount to Rupees 15,000, but which in exhibit 27 is 
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given at Rupees 12,434-, thus diminishing it by Rupees 2, .>66. We have how- 
ever allowed iheir original value to remain as against Kishen Das. It is in this 
manner that we have arrived at the figure of Rupees 3,14,000, representing the 
value of the jewellery given to Kishen Das. 

42. Having determined the value of the articles of jewellery handed over 
to Ki.shen Das, now proceed to s.'t off the amounts received from him either in. 
cash or kind We find that Chalui Rupees o2, 911-6-3 have already been credited 
in the accounts of defendants Nos. 1 and 2 for sums received in cash or kind from 
Kishen Das as j)er following details : — 

1. On the 6th Azur 1288 Fasli. out of 

Rupees 20,240 received through 
Hargopal Das after deducting 
Rupees 12,170 ore iited to the latter Rs. a. p. 

(see para 36 of this report) ... 8.070 0 0 

2. Paid by Kishen Das on the 30th Aban 

and 23rd Dai 1283 Fasli {vide 

exhibit 06) ... ... 13,200 0 0 

3. Paid by Kishen Das ojithe 15th Far- 

wardi 1283 Fa^li (see Treasury 

statement) ... ... 6,000 0 0 

4. Value of articles of jewellery worth 

Rs 40,000 (exhibit 22) credited to 
the first two defendants at reduced 
valuation, vide Shankar Rao’s 
Rubkar dated 1st Safarl293 Hijri, 
and guzaritih of the Central Trea- 
sury bearing endorsement of His 
Excellency the Minister dated Srd 
of the same month (see Central 
Treasury file Ko. 290) ... 25,000 0 0 

5. Recovered from the man.sab of the 

heir of Kishen Das and already 
credited to the account of drfen- 
dauts Nos, 1 and 2 Halli Sicca 
Rupees 582-12-0 equivalent to 
Ohalni Rupees ... ... 641 6 3 

Total Chain! Rupees ... 52,911 6 3 

48. In addition to a total sum of Chalni Rupees 52,911-6-3 already 
credited through Kishen Das, the following sums amounting to Chalui Rupees 

43,534, have also to be credited in pursuancj of orders passed by the Govern- 

ment : — 
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Firbt. — File Ko. 993 o£ Kamchandar Rao’s office contains 
a draft Rubkar No. 1933 addressed to the Accountant-General 
requesting him to make cross entries in the account of Kishen Das 
for jewellery given to him from the Government Toshakhana 
and those received from him. Both in the bcdy of the Rubkar 
and the lists accompanying it, reference is made to jewels owned by 
Kishen Ram Mohan Lai handed over to Kishen Das. and the 
Accountant-General has been desired to credit Rs. 31,100 on account 
of those jewels. Tbe same file contains a detailed list of jewels 
dated 24th Jamadi-ul-avval 1294 Hijri which were then valued at 
Rs. 31,100, and tbe order for crediting this amount evidently 
refers to the value of the jewels contained in that list. We have 
}>ut down the value of these jewels at Rs. 50,800 in para 40, 
No. 7 of this repcjrt. Whether Rs. 19,700, the ditference between 
the two values, should nov be allowed or nut is a question which we 
shall deal with hereafter. All that we have to say in this connec- 
tion at this juncture is that the Accountant-General having been 
ordered to credit this amount on account of the value of Kishen 
Ram Mohan LaPs jewels, that order should now be given effect to. 
It appears from the Accountant-General’s Rubkar No. 19 Miscella- 
neous, dated the 3r<l Moharnrm 1297 Hijri, that he delayed giving 
effect to this order pending replie.s to his objections being receh'ed, 
■which he made on an audit of the accounts, but Kishen Das having 
1 since died, no good purpose will be served by allowing the matter to 

be further delayed ; and so far as this order for crediting R.s. 31,100 
on account of Mohan Lai’s jewels is concerned, we vould recommend 
^ that it should be carried out without further delay. 

Secondly. — In file No. 22 there is another order directing 
the Treasury Officer to credit Rs. 12,434 on account of Mohan 
Lai’s jewels {^dde Ramchandar Rao’s Rubkar No. 1012, dated 
15th Ramzan 1294 Hijri). This order wav'? not given effect to 
pending certain inquiries made by the Treasury Officer. As no 
reply can now po.ssibly he received to these inquiries, it would be 
best to give effect to that order. It appears from exhibit No. 27 
that the value of Mohan LaVs jewel." was then appraised at Rs. 

11.000, and yet an order for creliting Ks. 12,434 was given. 
To us it appears that the original value of these jewels wa"? Rs. 

15.000, We shall further on deal with the question whether an 
additional credit of Rs. 2,566 (the difference between Rs. 15,000 
and Rs. 12,434) should be allowed or not. In this connection, 
however, wa recommend that the f>rder for crediting Rs. 12,434 be 
now given effect to. 

44. In addition to the two sums of Rs. 52,911-6-3 and Rs. 43,534 al- 
reaily dealt "Vvith by us, there remains a furtlier sum of Rs. 37,266, which in our 
opinion Kishen Das should be allowed credit for. This sum consists of 3 items as 

follows : — 
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1. Difference between the value of jewel'' 

given in exhibit 22 and their value p- 

actually credited ... ... 15,000 0 0 

K'. a. p. 

Original value ... 40.000 0 0 

Value allowed ... 25,000 0 0 

Difference ... 15,000 0 0 

2. Difference becween the originally ap- 

praised value of the jewels contained 
in the list dated. 24th Jamadi-ul- 
Avval 1294 Hijri. and the value al- 
lowed for them ... ... 19,700 0 0 

Rs. a. p. 

Original value ... 50,800 0 0 

Value allowed ... 31,100 0 0 

Difference ... 19,700 0 0 

3. Difference in the original value of the 

jewels contained in exhibit 27 and 

the value allowed for them ... 2,566 0 0 

Rs. a. p. 

Original value ... 15,000 0 0 

Value allowed ... 12,434 0 0 

Difference ... 2.566 0 0 

Total ... 37,266 0 0 

The reduced values of these jewels were allowed because Kishen Das 
alleged that on sale they only fetched the prices subsequently credited or ordered 
to be credited for them. This second valuation which, according to Kishen Das, 
resulted in their sale, did not take place in the presence of Mohan Lai, nor is there 
any proof that the sale actually took place, and that previous to effecting the sale 
the consent of Mohan Lai had been obtained. Kishen. Das was in those days 
entrusted with making jewels for Government, and he took away Mohan Lai’s 
jewels with the avowed object of effecting a sale, but probably with the real 
intention of utilizing their materials in making Government jewellery. It was 
therefore his interest to represent that Mohan Lai’s jewels did not fetch the 
prices at which they were originally valued by himself and another jew’eller. 
A person in the position of Kishen Das, acting hona jrde6^ woiild have taken 
Mohan Lai into his confidence, and, previously to effecting the so called sale, 
obtained his consent. But Kishen Das was anxious to make a profit at tlie 
expense of Mohan Lai, and the latter therefore was the last person to be 



consulted in such a transaction. It is on this and similar grounds that we^ have 
allowed Mohau Lai and his co-dcl»tor credit for the full value of their jewels 
as appraised at the time of their hj ]>othoc.ition. Now that we are dealing with 
the liabilities of Kislien Das, it would not bo unfair to make him suffer for what 
he had done to mate a gain for hiinsplf at the expense of others. The man is 
however dead and has cvidiiutly loft no Cimsidorable or appreciable assets. It 
will not therefore serve any useful purpose to make matters inijre complicated by 
not allowing him credit for the full value of these jewels. We accordingly recom- 
mend that Kisheii Das may be allowed credit for the sum of Chaltii Ks. 37,266, 
representing the difference between the original value of these jewels and their 
so called sale value. 

45. W^e now summarise the result of our opinion as regards the set off 
to be allovred to Kisben Das on account of the value of the jewels given to him:— 

1. Amounts received from Ivishen Das 

and already credited to defendants e,. a. p. 

Nos. 1 and 2 (para 42) ... 52,911 6 3 

2. Amounts ordered to be credited but 

not 80 credited (para 43) ... 43,534 0 0 

3. Difference between value of certain 

jewels (para 44) ... ... 37,2G6 0 0 

I 

Total ... 1,33,711 6 3 

Thus Rs. 1,33,711-6-3 have to be set off against a sum of Rs. 3,14,000, 
representing the value of the jewels taken by Kisben Das. The balance of Chalni 
Rs, 1,80,283-9-9 equivalent to Halli Sicca Rs. 1,63,899-0-0 still remains due. 
There are apparently no assets from which this large outstanding can he recovered. 
We w'ould, however, recommend the Government to file a separate suit against the 
heir of Kishen Das, as it is possible that some assets may be discovered on an 
enquiry being conducted and the books of Kishen Das, if available, being gone 
through, although we fear that almost the whole of this large amount will even 
then have to be written off as a bad debt. 

The balance that we have found due is only on account of the jewels 
owned by the first two defendants in this case. On referring to the files of Ram- 
chandar Rao's office, notably file No. 993, we, however, find that jewels belonging 
to Hussain-bin-Mohsin and others were also entrusted to him, and judging from 
the manner in which Kishen Das behaved in respect of the jewels owned by Mohan 
Lai, it is not improbable that a much larger sum will be found due by hiTn^ which, we 
fear, will prove to be irrecoverable. 

46, The financial results of these transactions wdth the first two defend- 
ants may be briefly stated thus. The cash sums advanced to them and paid to their 
creditor, Sultan Nawaz Jung, amount to Halli Sicca Rs. 20,35,218-10-0 as below', 
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after deducting Halli Sicca Rs. 41,677-6-0, equivalent to Ohalni Rs. 45,845-1-8, for 
interest included in exhibit 1 : — 



H. S. Rs. 

a. 

P- 

Chalni Rs. 

a. 

P- 

1. Cash included in exhibit 1 

11,31,818 

3 

0 

12,45,000 

0 

0 

2. Sums subsequently advanced to the 







defendants including the amount 







paid on the Jagirdar’s chiithis ... 

2,63,636 

6 

0 

2,79,062 

8 

0 

Total cash paid to the two defendants 

13,85,4.54 

9 

0 

16,24,062 

8 

0 

3.* Sums paid to Sultan Nawaz J uug. . . 

6,49,764 

1 

0 

7,14,740 

7 

6 

Grand Total 

20,35.218 

10 

0 

22,38.802 

15 

6 


Against this the following sums amounting to Halli Sicca Rs. 
6,18,882-0-10 have been realized in cash, leaving a balance of Halli Sicca Ro. 
14,16,836-9-2 for adjustment : — 

1. From the assets of the first two Es. a, p. 

defendants (para 25) ... 5,14,387 7 10 

2. From the Jagirdars (paras 37 to 

39j ... ... 1,04,494 9 0 


Total ... 0,18.882 0 10 


Against this balance of Rs. 14,16,336-9-2, we haA-^e recommended the 
folloAving sums amounting to Halli Sicca Rs. ,5,84.820-3-5 to be adjusted by 
means of cross entries : — 


1. Bums in deposit in Government 

Treasuries pending settlement 
(para 26) ... 

2. Value of jewels purchased on be- 

half of Government thi’uugh 
Kislien Das (paras 30, 43 and 
44) ... ... ... 

3. Price of commodities supplied by 

defendant No. 2 (para 31) 

4. Amount of the Salur Jimg bond.s 

(para 33) 


Bs. a. p. 

63,919 4 11 

73,464 9 3 

1,66,124 8 6 

2,89,327 12 9 


Total 


5,84,826 


o 

O 


* Previous lo the amicable settlement 
Subsequent to that settlement .. 


H. Ks. a, p, 
8,26,000 0 U 

8,24,704 I 0 


Chalni Bs, a, p. 
8,57,500 0 5 
3,57,240 7 0 



Deducting this amount front 1 Ilf lnliiuci abo\e, there remain' •, 

sum of Halli Sicca Rs. 8,31,510-0-9, which has yet to he recwered, and the follow- 
iiig ])era(.iirs are held liable by u'< ; — 




1!-?. 

11. 

p- 

1. 

Defeudents No-'. 1 ami 2 (para 34) 

' 5,87,182 

2 

6 

2. 

Venkat Gunde Rao (para 32) 

8,651 

0 

0 

3. 

Jagirdars, defendants Nos. 4. 5 





and 6 (para 39 J ... 

15,505 

7 

0 

4. 

The heirs of Hargopal Das, de- 





fendant No. 3 (para 36) 

56,272 

12 

3 

5. 

The estate (if any) of Kishen Das 





Jauliuri ([)ara 45 ) 

1.63.899 

0 

0 


Total ... 

8,31.510 

0 

9 


Of these, the lunounts. against Nos. 1 t<j 4 aggregating Halli Sicca Rs, 
6,67.611-5-9 may be regarded as good debts, while that against No. 5 has to be 
Irtoked upon as bad debt, the latter having apparently left no assets to meet this 
heavy demand. In other words, Government will eventually suffer to the extent of 
Halli Sicca Rs. 1,63,899-0-0 by these transactions. Even if the following sums 
assessed by us as interest against certain persons be set off against this amount, 
there will be a dead loss of Halli Sicca Rs. 94,915-3-3 to the Goveriimeut : — 

1. Against the fii'&t two defendants 

included in the balance struck rb. a. p. 
against them (para 34) ... 41,677 6 0 

2. Against the jagirdars (para 39) ... 27,306 6 9 

Total ... 68,983 12 9 


It may be that, when adjusting interest against defendants 1, 2 and 3, 
this loss may dwindle down to nothing, or po.ssibly the whole transaction may 
result in some gain, but the fact remains that, at present, there is every prospect of 
Government losing a large sum becau.se there are no assets from W'hich it can be 
realized. 


47. There is one more point connected with the liabilities of defendants 
1 and 2, which it is uece-^sary to touch upon. On the amicable settlement being 
effected with Sultan Nawaz Jung, the Government executed two jokhams or deeds 
of surety in his favour. Li the first deed, the Government accepted liability on 
account of Mahanand Ram Purau Mai to the extent of Chalni Rs. 27,24,252, 
promising to pay the amount by annual instalments of Rs. 1,75,000 ; while in the 
second, liability to the extent of Ch.alni Rs. 4,07,345 was accepted on behalf of 

The total by these ilefeiidants shewn iu (para 34) is Halli fc>icca 6,2S,859~8- 3. Dt»ductin^ 

Halli Sicoa Rs. 41,677 -h-0 oqmmleut to Ch%Itii Rs. 4.*>.8r)~l-S on accouut o£ m-eresl mcUidod in exhibit 1, there 
leinaius a balance of Halh Sicca n%. rj,br,li^2-2-6 for principal. 
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Eishen Ram Mohan Lai, with the promise that the debt would be liquidated by 
annual instalments of Rs. 25,000, In other ^I'ords, Government accepted a total 
liability for the sum of Chalui Rs. 31,31,597-0-0 for these two firms, promi'-ing to 
Ibjuidate the debt by annual instalments of Rs. 2,00,000. According to this 
arrangement, all sums paid to Sultan Eawaz rJung should hiive been debited to the 
two So wears in the proportion of 7 to 1. Referring to the accounts, we find that 
the total payments to Sultan Navv'uz Jung amount to Halli Sicca Rs. 28,01.357-3-6. 
equivalent to Chalni Rs. 30,81,492-15-0. If the debits \vere made in terms of the 
two deeds of suretyship, they would stand against each Sow'car as below : — 


Xame of the Sow car. 


\incimt iu 
Kalii Sirca Ilupees, 


Equivalent in 
rhalni liuj^ees. 


Malianand Ram Puran Mai 


Kishen Ram Mohan Lai 


1 Rs. 1 

a.i p. 

Rs. a. p. 

! 24,51,187 

5 

1 9 1 

1 

} 

26,96,306 5 2 

,1 3.50,16910 5 

i 3,85,186' 9 10 


An<l of the tf»tal principal remaining due to Sultan Nawaz Jung, amount- 
ing to Chalni R-*. 50.104-1-0 (= Halli Sicca Rs, 45,549-2-4), the proportionate 
balance against each Sowcar would be as follows : — 


Name of Sowear, 


Amrtmt in 
Halli hicca Ilupees. 


Equivalent in 
Chalni Kupees. 


Mahanand Ram Puran Mai 
Kishen Ram Mohan Lai 



Rs. 

a. 

P- 

1 

Rs. 1 

1 

a. p. 

• • • • 

25,405 

2 

7 

1 > 

1 27,945 1010 

t • * 1 • 

20,143 

15 

9 

22,158| 

6 2 

' 


We have, however, held in para 18 that the total sum due to Sultan 
Nawaz Jung amounting to Chalni Rs. 60,105-1-0 <== Halli Sicca Rs, 45,550-0-6), 
is on account of Kishen Ram, Mohan Lai alone. This error is due to the circum- 
stance that in the Treasury accounts all payments to Sultan NaM^az Jung were at 
first debited to Mahanand Ram Puran Mai and when the principal of the debt due 
by him was liquidated, the balance was debited to Kishen Ram. Mohan Lai. The 
course followed by the Treasury officials is not only contrary to the terms of the 
two deeds of suretyship, but is likely to result in gain in interest to Mahanand Ram 
Puran Mai and corresponding loss to Kishen Kam Mohan Lai and his co-debtor 
Nathmal Gobardhan Das. We would therefore recommend that the Accountant- 
General be directed to have this mistake rectified. We also observe that the 
guaranteed debt of each So wear as shewn in the Treasury accounts includes annas 
and pies in each case in excess of the deeds of suretyship, thus increasing the total 
debt by one rupee. This mistake should also be rectified. In striking the 
balance against the first two defendants, we have, in order to avoid confusion, 
followed the Treasury accounts. We shall, however, make the necessarv mwon 
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tions on finally adjusting the defendants’ accounts after tlie errors in the Treasury 
accounts have been rectified. 

48. We would here invite the attention of Government to a matter 
which, though not directly affecting the claims under inquiry, has been brought to 
our notice. In para 26 of this report, we have discussed an item of Its. 40,000 
which was owing by Rajah Mansiugh Rao Jado to the second defendant, and have 
reconuneuded its credit to the first tw'o defendants by means of cross entries. It 
appears from para 21 of the report of the Government representative that defend- 
ant No. 2 transferred another portion of his debt due by the Rajah, amounting to 
Halli Sicca Rs. 80,000, to Barak Jung, and the former agreed to pay the money 
with interest bv instalments to the latter. As the Arab Jamadars of those days 
were in the habit of extorting money from their debtors by various means. Govern- 
ment stipulated that the instalments should be paid through its Treasury and that 
Barak Jung should not be allowed to use pressure on the debtor. Accordingly 
Halli Sicca Rs. 84,000 were paid from the Government Treasury to Barak Jung 
and his representative, Sultan Nawaz Jung, by seven annual instalments. Of the 
sums so paid, Rs. 43,708-5-3 were credited in the Government accounts to the end 
of 1302 Fasli, leaving a sum of Rs. 40,291-10-9 to be realized from the estate of 
the debtor. This sum, together with the corresponding interest, has yet to he 
realized from the estate of Mansingh Rao Jado, and we recommend that a final 
.settlement b-* effected and the money realized, by making cross entries against 
the money in deposit in the Aurangabad Treasury, payable to the Rajah. Sultan 
Nawaz J ung too claims a large sum on this account. A settlement with the latter 
should also be made, any sum that may be found due to him being paid from the 
sum in deposit in the Aurangabad Treasury. 

49. We have referred from time to time to the various complications 
that have arisen in connection with these transactions. Some idea of ihe difficulties 
which the Commission had to encounter may be formed from the circumstance that 
about 75 files of different offices and of various sizes had to be scrutinized. Con- 
flicting accounts of the several transactions had to be reconciled, missing jewels 
traced, and the liabilities of the several parties to these claims apportioned on the 
basis of justice and fair dealing. The amount of labour and deliberation all this 
priKiedure involved, can only be briefly alluded to in a report of this nature. We 
regret, however, that this inquiry has resulted in actual pecuniary loss to Govern- 
ment, but the nature of the transactions themselves and the subsequent proceedings 
adopted by Government officials were such that, we are surprised, they did not en- 
tail more serious losses. The firm of Kisheii Ram Mohan Lai was one of the old- 
est firms of Sowcars in Hyderabad, Daring the period antecedent to the adminis- 
tration of Sir Salar Jung Senior, when the Government was constantly in financial 
trouble, this firm had invariably come to its assistance by advancing loans. When 
Sir Salar Jung became Minister, he found the finances of the State in a chaotic 
condition and the credit of the Government gone. His earliest efforts were natu- 
rally directed towards rehabilitating the finances and the restoration of confidence 
in the monetary transactions of the State. With an empty Treasury, with credit- 
ors pressing for the repayment of their debts, and having to meet large demands 
for ths ordinary and extraordinary expenses of the Government, this was no easy 



task. He was, under the circumstances, obliged to appeal to the Rowcars for assist- 
ance ; and among' tliose who were foremost in loyally respomli ng to his call was the 
firm of Kishen Ham Mohan Lai. His Excellency Sir Salar Jiing regarded the 
assistance so readily rendered to his administration in the light of a personal ser- 
vice to himself. When therefore the firm of Kishen Ram lilcdian Lai encountei’ed 
monetary troubles, His Excellency’s natural kindness of heart, his sense of grati- 
tude and his statesmanlike foresight impelled him to enmi to its rescue and to ad- 
vance moneys to restore the position and credit of the firm amongst the mercantile 
community. In doing so. however, he did not lose sight of his duty towards the 
G-overnment of which he was the head. He obtained substaritial securities for the 
repayment of the loans he advance 1 , keeping in re'crve the large claim of the tirm 
of Kishen Ram Mohan Lai for old debts as a set otf against anv balance that 
might eventually remain due after reilizing the several securities and assets hypo- 
thecated by the debtor firms. So far His E.xcellency was on firm ground, guided 
as he wm by his own foresight and judgment, and h.id he depended on himself^ 
without seeking the assistance of others, no coiiiplicatious would probably have 
arisen. But Ilis Excellency Tvas natural ly anxious to cfjnvert the assets into ready 
money, and, with this object in view, he trusted two well-known Sowcars, both of 
whom however proved deficient in the discharge of their trust, Harg>pal Das was 
the head of an old and influential firm and was personally believed to be an up- 
right man, while Kishen Das was a jeweller of repute commanding large credit in 
<-ommercial circles Sir Salar Jung therefore had no reason to distrust them. 
There are, however, assets to realize the balance due by Hargopal Das, but unfortu- 
nately no such assets apparently exist in the case of Kishen Das. The loss w’hich 
the Government will inevitably sustain through trusting Kishen Das would be in- 
curred by any firm of Sowcars dealing with due foresight and caution with a rnitn 
w'huse business credit and reputation were above reproach. 

50. In conclusion, we have again to bring to the notice of the Govern- 
ment the good services of Khaja Abdul Kadir, Assistant Accountant-General and 
Government Representative in the Commission. This officer rendered valuable 
assistance to the Commission in the inquiry into these complicated cases, and we 
trust Government will be pleased to mark its approval of his work by conveying 
to him an expression of His Excellency’s satis&ction and promoting him to a higlmr 


grade in his department. 

Hydeuabad-Deccan, j 

^ , 9th Tir 1309 Fasli ' 

Da^ed the ^ 5 ^^- 2990. ) 

(Sd.) 

IMAD JUNG, 

Offg. Financied Secretary, 
MEWBEii. 


(Sd.) 

ASIF NAWAZ VANT, 
Accoxvitant- General, 
Member. 


(Sd.) 

RAGHUNATH PRASAD, 
Judge, High Court, 
Member and Secretary. 
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APPENDIX No 1 

DetaiK of amount'- realized from the is-.et'* of Kisheii Rim Mohan Lai 
ind Nathmal KisRen Lai, dctenrlants, till the end of 1,10b Fasli. 


Debcnption of assets 


bums realized 
till 1301 Fash 
as given in 
paia 12 of the 
pi lint 


bums leilized 
alter filing 
the Sint 


Total. 


) 

1 

Rs 1 

a 

i> 

Rs 1 

a 

1> 

Rs 

a 

p 


Kikhen Ham Mohan LaVs 

1 

1 

1 


1 







pi Opel ties 




1 

1 

i 

1 





1 

fle\\els 

1,31,199 

loj 

9| 

1 

7)8212 

0 

1.31,782 

11 

9 

2 

1 

Sir Salar Jung’s pri\ ate debt ^ 

01,672 

S 

3 ' 

... i 

1 

’*'1 

• 

01,672 

8 

0 

0 

3 

Lachman Bagh 

26,S81 

14 

6 

* * • 


• « 

26,881 

14 

6 

4 

Debts due by Sied Yusuf and 



1 






1 


other Jamalais . . • 

3.5,706 

9 

6 



» • • 

35,706 

9 

6 

5 

Debts due by rjots of Taluqas, 











Miscellaneous items, inteiest 










i 

on cnil decrees, etc. 

1,21,860 

7 

6 

30,662 

... 

6 

7 

1,52,522 

14 

0| 


Total 

4,07,321 

7 

5 

31,246 

2 

7 

4,38,566 

10 

0 


Dedui t cost of litigation to pro- 






0^ 





tect certain mortgaged property 

... 

... 

• • » 

1,66.5 

0 


1,665 

0 

0| 


Balance ... 

4,07,321 

7 

6 

29,580 

2 

7 

4,36,901 

10 

0| 


Nathmal Kiihen LaTs properties \ 

, 



i 

! 



\ 

1 



! 

6 

Sir Salar Jung’s pm ate debt ... 

16,509 

9 

9 

* « # 

... 


16,509 

9 

9 

7 

Debt due by Sied J afar, Jamadar 

20,000 

0 

0 

... 

* ft 

.. . 

20,000 

1 

0 

'[ 

1 8 

Debt due by rj ots of Taluqas, 









i 


judgment debtors, etc 

29,892 

8 

: 

11,08311 

10 

40,976 

4 

: 11 

.1—1 


Total . . . 

66,402 

:iJ 

t ® 

11,08311 

10 

77,485 

A3 

110 


Grand Total ... 

, 4,73,72f 

; s 

' 5 

40,663 

1 

t 

.11 

1 

5 

' 5,14,387 

’ 7 

10 


(Signed) RAGHUNATH PRASAD, 
Member and Secretary of the Debt Commission. 
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APPENDIX No. '2. 

Comp-iribon of the list of the jew 3ls hypjtheuted by Kishen Rani Mohan 
Lai and ISathnial KiNlien Lai, defendants Nua. L and 2, with those of their sale : — - 


I Trice eiitored PriP«* entered. 


Description of papers 


,it the time 
of liypotlie- 

CJLtlOll 


lu pftpcis 
Tin mi d in 
column 2 


3 


Differen co. 


Inoreise, D crease. 


Net den 
Cl ease 


1 ,Aceoi lni*j to exhibit XVIII due by Hargo- 
pal Das Sahu 

According to exhibit XIX due by Hargo- 
pal Das Saha 


Ps. 
59,900 
8S,000 


Total I 1,47,900 


o' 0 


Accmding to exhibits XXT and LXV dne 
by blito Naray.iu Giimishta of defendant 

1 .. I 10,200| 


4 I According to exhibits XXI and LXV dnn 
by Kisiieii Da& Jeweller I 


■> According to list dated 3rd 1290 

I I H. due by Kishen Las Jeweller I 

I I 

6 According to exhibit XXII duo by Kisbonj 
La6Je^\ellel 


r?o. TO do. xxiri 


I 


8 1 Do, to dc. XXVII 

9 I Do. TO do. LXni 

10 ’ Do, to do. LXVI 

11 ' 1)0. to ilo. LXVII 


do. 

do. 


7,000 

22,700 

40,000| 

50,9001 


Oj 0 

1 

0 0 
I 
I 

0 0 

o! 


l.'i.OOOi ol 


do, 1,12,000 


Kn a Ip, 


«60,*00 


98,000. 0 


1.5C.400 0 


10 , 200 , 


0 0 


Rs. ’a p 


500 

io,ooo; 


10,')00| 


7,000' 


0 ol 


22,700, 0 


40,000 0, Ol 


51,400, Ol 


12,434 0 


do. 


do 


12 1 Do. to the list dated 21th Jamsdi«id 
av\ai 1294 H due by Kishcn Las Jewel*. 

, lei .. . ' 


12,500 

2..500I 


o' C) l,12.<i00 0 


0 IS, 200 , 0 ] 


0 , Ol 


^. 0.800 0 


Total . .| 3 . 1 t ,000 0 Oi 


2, ns 10 


31,100, 0 

I 


2.03,012110 


Grand Total 


4.72.100, 0 


4,(ll.ni2l 


0 5001 

0 

I 

0 

0 701 

0 ^ 


300 


10 


Rs. 


Rs 


2,5G6 0 0 


1,578 


I2,078j 


10 


10 


20,000 


22,506, 0 


0 22,566 


0 j 20,987 
0! 10.487 


' 6 01 


(Scl) RAflHIT NATH PRASAD, 

Member and Secretary of the Debt Commission. 
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APPE^^DIX No. 3. 

Balance sheet of Receipts and Di^bu^semeIlt^ made by heirs ofHargopal 
Daa, defendants No. 3. on account of certain jewels hyp )thecate.l by Kishen Ram 
Mohaii Lai and Nathinal Kishen Lai, defendants Nos. 1 and 2, referred to in para 
36 of the rep irt of the Debt Cummisfeion : — 


CD 

K 

Particulars. ' 

1 

Anumiit. 

Total. 

1 

Debits. 

Es. 

1 

a. 

1 

p-i 

Ks, 

a. 

p- 

1 

As per list signed by Shanker Rao dated 13th 
Sbaban 1290 Hijri, Exhibit XIX, the price of certain 
jewels belonging to Mohan Lai Sahu R& 98,000 
from which there have been deducted the sum of 
Rs. 10,000 the excess over the value appraised at 
the time of hypothecation, i.e , tlie pace ot a pearl 
Satlara was entered in the said Exhibit Rs. 35,000 
instead of Rs. 25,000. ... 

1 

1 

88,000 

0 

1 

0 

i 

1 

1 

! 

1 

t 


2 

I 

As per list signed bv Shanker Rao dated 13th 
Shaban 1290 Hijri, Exliibit XYIII, Rs. 60,400, from 
which there have been deducted the sum of Rs. 
500 the excess over the value appi’aised at the time 
of hypothecation, i. e., the price of a pair of small 
kangans (bracelets) was entered in the said Exhibit 
Rs. 2,000 instead of Rs. 1,500 

59,900 

0 

0 

1 

*1,47.900 

0 

i 

0 


1 Credits, 




3 

1 

On the 1st Azur 1283 Fasli, corresponding with 
20th Shaban 1290 Hijri, Halli Sicca Rs. 51,000 
equivalent to Chalni Rupees 

56,100 

0 

0 



i 

1 

4 

On the 4th Azur 1283 Fasli, corresponding with 
23rd Shaban 1‘. 90 Hijri, Halli Sicca Rs. 16,118-3-0 
equivalent to Chalni Rupees 

17,730 

0 

0 



1 

1 

5 

On the 6th Azur 1283 Fasli, corresponding witla 
25th Shaban 1290 Hijri, Rs. 20,240, from which 
Rs. 8,070 have been deducted according to the 
Sahu’s accounts 

12,170 

0 

0 

t86,000 

0 

0 


Balance Rupees ... 


... 

... 

61,900 

0 

0 


(Sd.; RAGHUNATH PRASAD, 

Meiiiber and Secretary of the Debt Commission. 


* The total of the BBrns entered in the Exhibits refened to ohore ere Es. 1,.’)S,400, and after dodnctinR the 
e'^oess of Rs. 10,500, there remains the sum of Ha 1,47,000 which is lesi by Us. 100 than the sum of Rs 1 48,000 
given in tlio xeceipt, (Uted 19th Shaba.ii 1290 Hiiri, sigued by HargopAl X)a,s and therefore the above total is ap- 
proximately coirect. 

f The total receipt according to tho Central Treasury accounts amounte I to Us. 94,070, but acoorrliag to 
the statement and voucber>i of heirs of Hargop il DasSihu B’chibic XX,XII I, Uamehinder Kao’s iile No. 9.46 for 
1290 Hijri and Accounts of the firm olHiigopal Das Saho, EJxqiuid XXXI\, contained in i^amchander Kaos hie, 
399 for 1290 Uijii } the actual amount paid b.y Hargooal Das, was Chaim Ks. 66,000 only and the excess of Rs. 8,070 
was probably remitted to the Treasury by JEifiJien JDaa Jauhari. 


/QIA T> A nWtTXT A »rTJr “DTJACaArh 
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APPENDIX No. 4. 

The account of the amount due by the late SardarAli Khan, Jagir-holder. 
oF Jaferabnd, who^c prc'jent repre^euttitive is Abbas Ali Khan the defendant No. 4, 
on account of the Chittki, Exhibit LXVIII, drawn on him, from 30th Zihijja 1289 
Hijri, cor^e^pondu^g with 22nd Farwardi 1282 Fa^li, till the endof Aban 1308 Fasli. 


Serial No. 

Particulars. 

Amount. 

Total. 

1 

The sum origiiiall} payable on account* of 
the Chitthi 

Rs. 

a. 

P* 

# ft ft 

Es. 

15,000 

a. 

0 

P- 

0 

2 

Deduct payment in Bahman 1283 Fasli ... 

4,000 

0 

3 




3 

Do. .. Isfandar 1284 do. ... 

1,950 

0 

0 




4 

Do. „ Khurdad 1284 do. ... 

2,500 

0 

0 




5 

Do. ,, Fanvardi 1285 do. ... 

1 

2,300 

• 

0 

0 

10,750 

-0 

3 







Balance of principal ... 

ft • • 

• t • 

ft « « 

4,249 

15 

9 

6 

1 Add interest from the end of Zihijja 1289 
Ilijri, con'C''pondmg with 22nd Farwardi 
1282 Fasli till 21st Bahman 1283 Fasli 
1 on principal Ils. 15,000, at the rate of 6 
i per cent per annum, fur 10 months 

760 

0 

0 



j 

1 

7 

1 Add interest from 21st Bahman 1288 Fasli 
1 till 1st Isfandar 1284 Fasli on principal 
Rs. 11,000, after deducting Es. 4,00C 
1 paid on 21st Bahman 1283 Fasli, at th( 
rate of 6 per cent per annum, for IS 
1 months and 9 days 

il 

i' 

1 

J! 

1 

C67 

8 

0 



1 

1 

9 

1 Add interest front 1st Isfandar 1281 Fasl: 

till 18th Khurdad 1284 Fasli on principa 
' Rs. 9,^050 after deducting Es. 1,950 paic 
on 1st Isfandar 1284 Fasli, at the rate oJ 
0 per cent per annum, for 3 months ant 
15 day.s 

i 

H 

1 

E 

1 

I5g 

! 6 

i {] 

1 

1 

\ 


1 


Carried over ... 

,j 1,575 

>14 

: C 

1 4,249 

15 9 

1 , 



Serial No. 


T) 

APPENDIX No. 4. — (continueii). 

I 

Particulars. Amount , Total. 

I 

I 

I It'!. a p. 1 Rs. a, p. 

I I ' 

Brought forward ...| 1,57514 o[ 4,24915 9^ 

I I 

9 Add interest from 11th Khurdad 1284 Fasli| ! 

till 19th Farvvardi 1285 Fasli, on principal 
Rs. 6,550 after deductiug Rs. 2,500 paid 
on 18th Khurdad 1284 Fasli, at the rate 
of 6 i^er cent per amiuin, for 10 months... j 327 8 0 

\ 

10 Add interest from 20th Farwardi 1285 Fasli i 

till 19th Sharivar 1307 Fasli, on principal 
Rs. 4,250 after deducting Rs. 2,300 paid^ 
on 19th Farwardi 1285 Fa^li, at the rate| 
of 6 per cent per annum, for 22 years andj 
5 months after deducting Rs. 1,465-15-9 
in excess of the principal ... ... 4,250 4 3 

Total interest ... 6,15310 3 

Total amount due ... 10,40310 0 

(Signed) RAGHUNATH PRASAD, 
Member and Secretary of the Debt Commission. 



APPENDIX No. 5. 


The account ot" tlio amount <lue by NoAA'ab Tahav\ar Jun^ x\shra£-utl- 
Dowlah Ruhlui-ul-:Mulk Khani-Diiuran, defendant No. 5, on account of the 
Chitihies, Exhibits LXX and LXXI, from 30th Zihijja 1289 Hijri, corrcsjionding 
■with 22ud Farwardi 1282 Fa>li, till the end of Aban 1308 Fasli. 



Particulars. 

Amount. 

1 

Total. 












Rs. 

a. 

p- 

Rs. 

a. 

P- 

1 

The sum originally payable on account of 







1 

the (hitthi dated 25th Rajah 1289 
Hijri 

50,000 

0 

0 




2 

The bum originally payable on account of 








the Chitfhi dated 11th Ramzan 1289 
Hijri 

8,000 

• 

0 

0 

58,000 

0 

0 

1 

Deduct — payment'' as detailed below : — 




3 

On 28th Dai 1282 Fasli, Chalni Rf. 








9,500-2-5 eciuivalent to H. S. Rs. 

8,636 

8 

0 




4 

On 14th Bahman 1282 Fasli, Chalni Rs. 








944-14-6 equivalent to H. S. Rs. 

859 

0 

0 




5 

[n Fawvardi 1282 Fasli, Chalni Rs. 







1 

1 14,527-14-4 equhalent to H. S. Rs. ... 

13,207 

3 

9 


1 

( 

1 6 

On 10th Ardibihisht 1282 Fasli, Chalni 

1 




1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

' Rs 869-0-0 equivalent to H. S. Rs. ... 

790 

0 

0 



1 

1 j 


1 On 8th Khurdad 1282 Fasli, Chalni Rs. 





1 

1 

1 

} 

1 

1 8.018-9-6 equivalent to H, 8. Us, 

7,289 

9 

0 



1 1 

1 8 

j In Tir 1282 Fasli, Chalni Rs. 5,791-8-0 







1 

equivalent to H. S. Rs. ... 

1 

5,265 

0 

0 




9 

1 Iji Amardad 1282 Fasli, Chalni Rs. 




t 


1 

1 


1 6,161-1-6 equivalent to H. S. Os. 

5,601 

0 

' 0 



1 

10 

On iSth Mihar 1283 hash, Chalni Rs. 







1 

4,005-14-0 epiivalent to H. S. Rs. ... 

3,696 

1 

1 

: 0 



1 


Carried (.)ver . . . 

i 45,344 


; 9 

1 58,000 

0 

1 0 



Serial No, 


APPENDIX No. 5. — (continued). 


Particular^. 


11 

12 

13 

U 

15 

16 


18 


19 


Brought forwanl . 

Oil 6th Isliimlar 1^83 Fasli, Chalui Rs, 
660-0-0 cquhalent to H. S. Rs. 

Ou 25th Ariiibihiisht 1234 Fahli, Chalui 
Ks. 880 equivalent to H. S. Rs. 

On 20th Mihar 1284 Fasli ... ...' 

On 25th Ainardad 12(S4 Fa&li ...' 

On 19th Farwardi 1286 Fasli 

Oil 24th Ardibihisht 1286 Fasli 

On 31bt Xhurdad 1286 Fasli ...i 

Balance , 

Add interest from 22ud Fanvardi 1282 
Fasli, till 10th Ardibihisht 1282 FasliJ 

I 

on principal Rs. 33,297-4-3 after de-| 
ducting Rs. 22,702-11-9 paid witliiii| 
the stipulated time up to 22nd Farwardij 
1282 Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent] 
per annum, for 18 days ... 

Add interest from 1 1th Ardibihisht I282j 
Fasli till the end of Khurdad 1282 Fasli 
on principal Rs. 34,307-4-3 after de- 
ducting Rs. 790 paid till 10th Ardibi- 
hisht 1282 Fasli, at the rate of 6 per 
cent per annum, for one mouth and 20 
days 


Curried over 


Amount. 


Rs. 
45,344 


a. 


600 0 


O! 


800 0 (l| 

j I 

3,000j oj 0, 

1,000, o| 0 

I 

1.000| 0 

1,000 o' 


0 


0 


1,000 0 0 | 


105 


287 


393 


14! 


0 


Total. 


Rs. I 
58,000 


0 


33,744 


4,255 


4,255 


3' 



Serial No. 


8 


APPENDIX No. b —{continued). 


Particulars. 


Amount. 


Total. 


Brought forward ... 

Add interest from 1st Tir 1282 Fasli till 
the end of Tir 1282 Fasli, on principal 
Rs. 27,217-11-3 after deducting Hs. 
7,289-9-0 paid till the end of Khurdad 
1282 Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent 
per annum, for 1 month ... 

Add interest from 1st Amardad 1282 Fasli 
till the end of that month on principal 
Es. 21,952-11-3 after deducting Es. 
5,265-0-0 paid till the end of Tir 1282 
Fahll, at the rate of 6 per cent per an- 
num, for one month 

Add interest from 1st Sharivar 1282 Fasli 
till 13th Mihar 1283 Fasli, on princi- 
pal Bs. 16,351-11-3 after deducting 
Es. 5,601-0-0 paid till the end of 
Amardad 1282 Fasli, at the rate of 6 
per cent per annum, for one mouth and 
13 days 

Add interest from 14Lh Mihar 1283 Fasli 
till 6th Isfandar 1283 Fasli, on princi- 
pal Rs. 12,655-7-3 after deducting 
Rs, 3,696-4-0 paid till 13th Mihar 1283 
Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent per an- 
num, for 4 months and 21 days 

Add interest from 7th Isfandar 1283 Fasli 
till 16th Ardibihisht 1283 Fasli, on 
principal Rs. 12,055-5-7 after deduct- 
ing Es. 600 paid till 6th Isfandar 1283 
Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent per an- 
num, for 2 months and 8 days 

Carried over ... 


393 7 3 4,255 7 3 


136 1 3| 


10912 3 


11612 0 


297 6 Ql 


136) 2 0 

1,189 8 9 4,265| 7 3 


9 


APPENDIX No. 5. — {continued). 



Amount. 


Total. 


Brought forward 


Add interest from 16th Ardihiliisht 1283' 
Fasli till 20th Mihar 1284 Fasli, on prin- 
cipal Bs. 11,255-5-7 after deducting 
Es. 800 paid till the end of Ardibihisht 
1283 Fasli, at the rate of G per cent 
per annum, for 5 months and 4 days... 

Add interest from 21st Mihar 1284 Fasli 
till 26th Amardad 1284 Fasli, on prin- 
cipal Es. 8,255-6-7 after deducting Rs. 
8,000 paid till 20th Mihar 1284 Fasli, 
at the rate of 6 per cent per annum, for 
10 months and 4 days ... 

Add interest from 26th Amardad 1284 
Fasli till 19th Farwardi 1286 Fasli, on 
principal Rs. 7,256-5-7 after deducting 
Es. 1,000 paid till 25th Amardad 1284 
Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent per 
annum, for 19 months and 25 days ... 

Add interest from 20th Farwardi 1286 
Fasli till 24th Ardibihisht 1286 Fasli, 
on principal Rs. 6,255-7-3 after deduct- 
ing Bs. 1,000 paid till 19th Farwardi 
1286 Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent 
per annum, for 1 month and 4 days ... 

Add int-*rest from 25th Ardibihisht 1286 
Fasli till the end of Khurdad 1286 
Fasli, on principal Bs. 5,255-7-3 after 
deducting Rs. 1,000 paid till 24th 
Ardibihisht 1286 Fasli, at the rate of 
6 per cent per annum, for 1 month and 

[ 5 days 


1,189 8 9 4,255 7 


288 8 0 


418 0 0 


35 7 


3010 


Carried over 


2,681 11 9 4,255 






Serial No. 


APPENDIX No. h.— {continued). 


Particulars. 


Amount. 


Total. 


30 


Brought forward ... 

Add interest from 1st Tir 1286 Fasli till 
the end of Aban 1308 Fasli, on princi- 
pal Rs. 4,255-7-3 after deducting Es. 
1,000 paid till the end of Khurdad 
1286 Fasli, at the rate of 6 per centj 
per annum, for 22 years and 5 months 
Rs. 5,724-9-6 and deducting Es 
l,469«2-3 in excess of the principal .. 


El 


32 


Total ... 

D«(itfrf-counter-interest of the payments 
made within the stipulated time as 
given below ; — 

From 28th Dai 1282 Fasli till 22nd Far 
wardi 1282 Fasli, on principal Rs. 
8,636-8-0, at the rate of 6 per cent 
per annum, for 2 months and 24 daysj 

From 14th Bahman 1282 Fasli till 22nd 
Farwardi 1282 Fasli, on principal Rs 
859-0-0, at the rate of 6 per cent perj 
annum, for 2 months and 8 days 


Grand Total of the amount due 


2,681 


4,255 


11 


4,255! 


12015 


11 


6,937 


11,192! 


0 


10 


130 


11,061 


10 


15 


(Signed) RAGHUNATH PRASAD, 
Member and Secretary of the Debt Commission. 



11 


APPENDIX No. 6. 

The account o£ the amount due by Mohomed Anwar Khan, defendan 
No. 6, on account of the .-/i/V/Ai, datel 15th Eijab 1289 Hijri, drawn on aTid accepted 
by Nawab Daood Khan, Jagir-holderofTeemorli, father of the said defendant, from 
30th Zihi;jja 1289 Hijri, corresponding with 22nd Farwardi 1282 Fasli, till the end 
of Aban 1308 Fasli : — 


6 

’IS 

Particulars. 

Amount. 

Total. 



Es. £ 

1. 1 

). 

Es. £ 

i. p. 

1 

The sum originally payable on account of 







the aforesaid chitthi 




40,000 

0 0 


Deduct — payments as detailed below ; — 






2 

On 30th Khurd^ 1282 Fasli Chalni Es. 







4,950 equivalent to H. S. Es. 

4,500 

0 

0 



3 

At the end of Tir 1282 Fasli Chalni Es 







8,050 equivalent to H. S. Es. 

7,318 

3 

0 



4 

On 18th Sharivar 1282 Fasli Chalni Es. 







2,000 equivalent to H. S. Es. 

1,818 

o 

O 

0 



5 

On 18th Azur 1283 Fasli Chalni Es, 2,000 







equivalent to H. S. Es, ... 

1,818 

3 

0 



6 

On 11th Farwardi 1283 Fasli Chalni Es. 







3,100 equivalent to H. S. E&. 

2,818 

f 

2 

9 



7 

On 6th Ardibihisht 1283 Fasli Chalni Es. 







3,000 equivalent to H. S. Es. 

2,727 

4 

3 



8 

On 15th Tir 1283 Fasli Chalni Es. 88C 

1 

1 



# 


1 

equivalent to H. S. Es. ... 

80(] 

► 0 

C 



9 

On 15th Sharivar 1283 Fasli Chalni Es 







4,620 equivalent to H. S, Es. 

4,20C 

> 0 

t ( 




Carried over .. 

. 26,00( 

) c 

< 

) 40,00( 

3 0 0 

1 


Serial No. 


APPENDIX No. 6. — {continued). 


Particulars. 


Amount. 


Total. 


Rs. a. p. Rs. a. p. 


Brought font ard ... 26,000 0 0 40,000 0 0 


10 On 28th Farwardi 1284 Fasli 


5th Mihar 


1285 „ 


16th Ardibihisht do. 


1302 „ 


2,27211 9 
1,600 0 0 
1,36310 3 
5,000 0 0 
3,76310 0 


40,000 0 0 


Balance ef Principal 


Interest from 22nd Farwardi 1282 Fasli 
till 30th Khurdad 1282 Fasli, on prin- 
cipal Bs. 40,000 at the rate of 6 per 
cent per annum, for 2 months and 8 
days ... ... ... 453 5 3 

Interest from 1 st Tir 1282 Fasli till the 
end of same month, on principal Rs. 

85,600 after deducting Rs. 4,500 paid 
at the end of Khurdad of the said year, 
at the rate of 6 per cent per annum, 
for one month ... ... 177 8 0 

Interest from 1 st Amardad 1282 Fasli till 
18th Sharivar 1282 Fasli, on principal 
Rs. 28,181-3-0 after deducting Rs. 

7,318-3-0 paid till the end of Tir 1282 
Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent per 
annum, for one month and 18 days ... 225 7 0 

Carried over ... 856 4 3 


Serial No. 


13 


APPENDIX No. G. — [('intinueJ). 


Particulars. 


Amount. 


Total. 


Drought forward ...1 85G| 4' 3 

18 Interest from 19 th Shari Mir 1282 Fasli till I 

ISth Azur 1280 Fasli, on jiriiicijjal | 

Rs. 2G, 3G3-10-0 after deducting Ils. 

],81S 3-0 paid till 18th Sharivar 1282 
Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent jier 
annum, for 3 month-^ .. ... 395, 7 0 

19 Interest fi*om 19th Azur 1283 Fasli till 

11th Farwardi 1283 Fasli, on principal 
lls 24,545-7-0 after deducting Rs 
1,81 8-3-0 paid till 18th Azur 1283 
Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent per an- 
num, for 0 months aiul 23 da}’^ ... 462 3 9 

20 Interest from 12th Faint ardi 1283 Fasli 

till 6th Ardibiliisht 1283 Fasli, on 
principal lls 21,727-4-3 alter deduct- 
ing Rs. 2,818-2-9 paid till 11th Far- 
warrli 1233 Fasli, at the rate of G per- 
cent per annum, for 25 days ... 90|10 Oj 

21 Interest from 7th Ardibiliisht 1283 Fasli 

till 15th Tirl283 Fasli, onpi'incipal Rs. 

19,000 after deducting Rs. 2,727-4-3 
paid till Gih Ardibihisht 1283 Fasli, at 
the rate of 6 per cent per annum, for 1 
mouth and S days ... ... 119 4 0 

22 Interest from 16th Tir 1283 Favsli till 15th 

Sharivar 1283 Fasli, on principal Rs. 

18,200 after deducting Rs. 800 paid till 
15th Tir 1283 Fasli, at the rate of 6 
per cent per annum, for 2 months ... 182 0 0 


Carried over 


2,10513 0 



Serial No. 


14 


APPENDIX Cu—\,r.>nl.nucd}. 

Particulars. Auiouiit. Total. 


I Ks. . 1 . p I lis. a. p. 
Biouj^ht forward ... 2,10513 0 

23 Interest from 16th Sharivar 1283 Fa's!) 

till 28th Farwardi 1284 Fasli, ou ja-in- | , 

cipal 14.000 after deducting Us 
4,200 paid till loth Shanvar 1233 
I Fasli, at the r.ite of 6 per cent pei 

' annum, for 7 months and 13 da\ s ... 520 5 0 I 

I I 

24 j Interest from 29th Farnardi 1284 Fash j 

till 5th Mihar 1285 Fasli, on principal) | 

j Its. 11,727-4-3 after deducting Ks. 

2,272-11-9 paid till 28th Fantardi 

1284 Fasli, at the rate of 6 ])er cent ' 

I per annum, for 5 months and 7 days... 305 14 3 

25 Interest from Gth Mihar 1285 Fasli till 

16th Ardihiliisht 1285 Fasli, on princi- 
pal Rs. 10.127-4-3 after deducting, ( 

I Rs. 1,600 paid till 5th llihar 1285 Fash 

at the rate of 6 per cent per annum, for I 

7 months and 10 days . . ... 370 4 0 

26 Interest from l7th Ardihiliisht 1285 Fash I 

till l7th Ardibihisht 1286 Fasli, on i | 

principal Rs. 8,760-10-0 after deduct- 
ing Rs. 1,863-10-3 paid till 16th Ardi-j 
bihisht 1285 Fasli, at the rate o£ 6 per. 
cent per annum, fori 3 ear ...j ;524 4 0 

27 Interest from 18th Ardibihisht 1286 Fasli 

till 24th Ardibihisht 1302 Fasli, on 
principal Rs. 3,763-10-0 after deduct- 
ing Rs. 5,000 paid till 17th Ardibihisht 
1286 Fasli, at the rate of 6 per cent 
per annum, for 16 years and 6 days ... 3,519 12 0 

Total Interest due ... 7,346 4 3 

fSd5 RAGHTTFTATH PR ASAD 






